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¢ EXECUTIVE SUMMARY o e

¢

.

On September 24, 1981,‘the Department of Education submitted an-initial-
report to the Congress on the Definition of Indiam. , This report
contained comprehensive ipformation on Federal and State-recognized '
tribes, as well as valuable expressions of the views of members of
Indian communities. However, for reasons set forth in Appendix A, the
estimates of Indian children in this earlier report could -not be
endorsed. Accordingly,‘furtﬁéf work was undert?ken whish has resulted

in the present report. )

Using new information from the 1980.Census; plus data obtained this
year from a special study of Indian Student Certification Forms on

- file in local education agencies participating in the Part A Indian

Education Program, the Revised Report presents estimates which respond
to the following points in the statutory mandate: : !

o number of Indian children éligible and served under Part A '
of the Indian Education Aet; . ‘ :

o consequences of eliminating descendants in theé second degreé;-and .
o S?ﬁér options for changes In the definition ‘and their consequences.

While the estimates presented in this report are based on sound methods
and the best available data, their accuracy is'nonetheless open to y
question. The reason for this is that there exists «fo- single: standard
for judging the true-number of Indians. Evidence on this point
constitutes one of the major findings of our study. On the apparently
simple question of the number of Indian children ages 5 to 17, our
analysis of the Census data indicates the following: .

o More than half the increase between 1970 and 1980 in the number
of school-age Indian children is attributable to changes in
reporting of race from non-Indian to Indian for imdividuals ages
0 to 7 in 1970 and 10-1% in 1980. (Table 1 of Appendix C)

o For 23 States, the 1980 sample estimate of Indian race children
exceeds the corresponding complete-count figure by 10 percent
or more. We conclude from this that the Census race question more
often elicited an “"American Indian" response when it was one of
th re t 50 questions on the sample questionnaire than whe
it was\Que just 7 questions on the short-form questionnaire.g<v

(Table 1 Appendix D) T

. o Substantial numbers7of school-age children are reported to be
only of Indian ancestry (i.e., with no second, non-Indian ancestry
indicated), but not of the *Indian race. In 11 States, the numbeTt
of such children was more than twice the number of Indian race . .
children. (Table 10 of Appendix D) ) :
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Executive Sumfary (Continued) . f v

'is therefore being solicited.- 4 B

T o ' i E .
. ~ ' ' ~
o The behavior of State-level census -statistics for Indian children -
in the last two respects just noted is significantly related to:
(1) the proportion that Indian race children represent of all
school-age 6hi1dren in the State, (2) the percent of Indian race
cH'ildren for whom a tribal affiliation was reported, and (3) the !
percent of Indian children from homes where an Indian language s,
is regularly spdken. (Table 4% of Appendix C) v . ' -

Based on this and.other evidence.presented, the report reaches the .
following conclusions conéerning the relation of definitions to counts - ’
of Indian children: - _ @ R ;

o The term Ihdian has no singular meaning. Counts obtained in
response to the same question vary significantly over tiﬁe, . : *
.in response to the context in which the question is asked, and
as a-flinction of the social characteristics of local Indian
populations._ " . o

o Efforts to stabilize Indian counts by means of added precision
in the questions relied on for 1dentifying Indian children are
likely to have just the oppasite effect, because complex
questions produce confusion, with the result that responses
become even less predictable.

Concerning the impact of these problems of instgbility in counts of -
Indian children on. the Part A Program, the report presents two findings-
that offer some reassurance: between 1976 and 1980, 'growth in Part A
participation was greatesf in those States where Indian counts:.are most
stable, and as of 1980, these same States as-a group had the highest
participation rates (Tables 2-6 and 3-3). Other evidence shows that
the educational disadvantagement of Indian children (as measured by
poverty rates, school dropout rates, and use of an Indian 1anguage%£is
tes

" less severe 1n States characterized by lower Part A participation

and less stable counts of Indian children (Table 5-1).
: r

' The report contains no proposals_ involving the Secretary of Education's
. exercise of his discretionary authority under clause (4) of the statutory

definition of Indian (Section 453(a).of Public Law 92-318, as amended;

20 U.S.C. 1221h), and no recommendations concerning changes in that

definition. However, as noted in the report (page 13) #the Secretary

is committed to making recommendations to the Congress concerning o
possihle changes In the statutory definition of Indian before the end

of this calendar year (1982), and timely public comment on this report
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; - CHAPTER I: PURPOSE,.BACKGROUND, AND SCOPE! OF THE STUDY
.t ¥ A i N

4 R 4 . °
. -

' The Legislative Mandate . ' ' o

’

" Section 1147 of the Education Amendments of 1978 (P. L. 95-561) added

the following as subsection (b) to Section’ 453 of the Indian Education
- Act (Title IV of PiL..92-318): . |
*...The Assistant ecretary of Health, Education, and Welfare for
Education, in consul¥ation with Indian tribes, national Indian, «
- organizations, and the Secretary of the Interior, shall supervise
a thorough study and analysis of the definition of Indian contained
in subsection (a) and "submit a report on the results of such studyp-
and analysis to Congress ¥ot later than January 1, 1k980. Such
study and analysis shall include, but not be limited to——
(1) an identification of the total number of Indian children being
served under this title; e
(2) an identi¥ication of the number ,of Indian children eligible and .
served under each of the four clauses of such definition in -
such subsection; .o . ot
- ] 2 . N 1
(3) an evaluation of the consequences of,eliminating descendants
in the second degree from the terms of such definition, or of
- . specifying a final-date by which tribes, bands|, and groups
- must be recognized. or of both;
. ) . N
(4) ther options for changes in the terms of such definition and
: _ an evaluation of the consequences of such changes, together '
r " with supporting data; X

(5) recommendations with respect to criteria for use by the Commissioner
under the rulemaking—authority contained in cladse (4) of such
‘subsection,’ o ;

Ly B ’

On September 24, 1981, the Department oﬁ Education subiiitted to the Congress

an initial report on the Indian Definition Study containirg valuable

. £ :
public ‘hearings, as well as¥written testinony’ statements of official
. _
{ . .
posié&ons from Indian organizations, and information on federally recognized
; " . : b :

and non-federally recognized tribes. In hig transmittal letter, however,

Secretary Bell indicated that the Department of Education was unable to

2 LY

— " expressions of views obtained from membe s of Indian communities at fourteen




. 1N v
endorse the report's estimates, and was, accordingly, undertaking further
s :
. |
L » ) - y ! ~ ) N
analysis based on more accurate information. This report contains the

3 o> 4

results of the Department's further analysis, and its estimates and

conclusions should be ‘vegarded as supplanting those of the previously
‘ : , X

submitted regbrt. _ o .
o : SR .
B. Background of the Le Agislative Mandate - =~ < ‘ -

The history of the Indian Education program, culminating in' a mandate -
]

“for a study of the definition of Indian, covers a span of just ten years.
Vs !
In this period, the attention of Congresg and the nation was f:;used on’

the unmet needs of Indian,children a new program was created

[ 3 o ]

comprehensively address those needs, the gfogram came under critical
review (and restrictive changes.werelpropoéed), and. finally a\&egislative
compromise\was reached which left the scope of the program unchanged but

' called for further study and recommendations. Each of these phases of

the program's history is: described below.

Documentation of unmet needs

In 1968, in response to widespread concern among Indians and others about

the conditions of Indian educationA}n the United States, the Senatel
Committee on Labor and Publi@‘Welfare formed the Subcogmittee on Indian
Education with Senator Robert F. KEnnedy as chairman, to stpdy all )

aspects of Indian education in the United S&ates. Following an extensive

™

series of hearings around the country,'visits to Federal and 1023} public

schools serving Indian children, review of testimony from Indian’

°

organizations and interested State and Federal agencies, and an examination

>

~—
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of all available data, the Subcommittee issued a- report, entitled:

Indian Education: A National Tra dy - A Natlonal Challenge, (1969)

In this report, the Subcommittee deckared that the national policies for ‘

education of American Indians were "a failure of'major proportions,” and »
documented.highvdropout rates’and low achievement among Indian students, B
inadeduate leve;s of expenditnre Eor their books and other instructionalf\
" materials, and a serious lack of attention o the soclal and emotdonal
_needs of Indian stddents‘in the pnbiic schools. "While Indian education
ie'receiving some financlal assistance through Public Law 81-874," the‘
report‘said, it is hardly enough to'provide students with an eqdal‘
edocational opportunity.".1 .The report also‘presented a long list_of
recommendations for legislative and administrative action to restructure
and reform Igd&an education. Among these was a recommendation that "There
be presented to,the Congress a comprehensive Indian education act to meet

the speclal education needs of Indians both in the Federal schools and in

the public schools."2
N .

"Adoption of a broad approach to service

L4

@ : . N
In response to this recqﬁﬁenaation‘ an Indian Education bill was introduced

a

in the Senate on September 23, 1970 (S. 438&). This h}ll authorized -

. grants to local education agencies (LEAs) for a broad range of projects

1

designed to improve educational services to any child "who is an enrolled

member of a tribe, band, or other organized group of Indians, or who is -

a_descendant’ of any such member.” On February 25, 1971, the proposed

Y

]

e

f )
1 genate Report No. 91-501, p. 54, quoted in the Congressional Record,
U.S. Senate, November:12, “1969, p. 33858.

2 \genate Report No. 91-501, p. 110, quoted in the Comgressional Record
U.S. Senate, February 25, 1971, p..3945.
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act was amended to become a part of S. 659, the Higher Education Act of

.

 1971,.with only a few changes. The definitfon of Indian was expanded to

include "any individual who is an enrolled member of a tribe, band, or

other organized group of Indians, or who is a descendant-of any such

»

nember or who is éonaidered by the Secretary of the .Interipr to be an
Indian.” .

When S..659 was reported by the Senate Committee on Labor and Public

A}

Welfare on August 3, 1971, the definition had once again been changed. .

The term Indian" for the purposes of the)Indian Education Act now read:
\ -

Any individ;al who (1) is an enrolled member of a tribe, band,
or other organized group of Indians, including those tribes,
bands, or groups terminated since 1940 and those recognized now
or in the future by the State in which they reside, or who is a
descendant, in the first or secondidegree, of any such member, or
(2) is considexred by the Secretary of the Interior Lo be an Indian
for any purpose, or (3) is an Eskimo or Aleut @r other Alaska
Native, or (4) is determined to be an Indian under regulations |,
promulgated by,the Commissioner, after consultation with the National
Advisary Council on Indian Education, whlch regulations shall
further define the term Indian. '3 . //

The intent was to''be inclusive rather than exclusive i the definition
. . | )

' of,eligibl children, a point further emphasized in the Committeeis,report:

o

"One general principle which applies to the range of Indian
education amendments in this bill is that programs are addressed
to all Indians, Eskimos, and Aleuts in this country.’ These . .

‘provisions recognize that as to urban Indians, terminated tribes,
and other non-federal Indians, there .exists a responsibility on

‘the part the Federal government-—at minimum, ‘remedial in nature--
-~ to provid educational assistance. Both the termination policies
of the 1950s and the continuing relocation programs have intensifiad .

thé impoverishment and educational depriVvation of many of the
‘so-called .non-federal Indians. Thus, the grant and entitlement
? provisions of this bill, by applying to all Indians, are direpted
) in part at remedying the consequences %{ past Federal pbl}cies
and programs.” . ;

> Educatien Amendments of 1971..Report of the COmmittee'on Labor andiﬁﬁﬁic

Welfare on S. 659 Senate Report No. 92 =346, August 3, 1971, P. 253.,

4 Education Amendmeénts of 1971, Report of the Committee on Labor and Public
Welfare on S. 659, Senate Report No. 92-346, August 3, 1971, p. 94.

.
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A After minor amendments Qes;gned to furthérAamplify this comprehensive

) \ , P .
approach, the Act was signed into law on June 23, as Title IV of the

f

Educatigk Amendments.of 1972 (P.L..9é—318). -
" A 4 .

* Review and cEIEicism - .

¢

-

The new program was vplnerable to criticism on two points. First, while
the amount of an LEA's grant was toxbe.Baééd on the tbtaf number of‘Indian
students enrolled, the LEA was under no obligétidn to ensure that all

those students benefited. Second,~ﬁitﬁ virtually no guidelines for counting

"Wa%ligible children, LEA's sometimes re;grtednumbers that were }nconéistent

»
q

or highty quesiionable.
. Both ofAthése'points figured gz?minently in a GKO feporc submitted ﬂo the

Congress on Maréh 14, i977.A>0ne of the examples provided:-in ‘the report desctibed

s%x LEAs with Indian ehfollmgnts‘to;aling-li,700, wherg oﬁ&y 4,700 (40 percent)

of these children were in schodls actually served by projects addressing the

-

educatyon of Indfan children (Part A of the Indian Education Act). Among the . |

six LEAs, the proportion of childten available to be served ranged from 12

L4 -

to 67 percent. The GAO tedm also found three cases (out of twelve reviewed)

where the reported figure for 'Indian enrollment more-than doubled in a

3

single yeé?, resultihg in proportionated increases in the size of their = -

Part A grants. Commenting on these findings, the House Education and
Labor Committee report on H.R., 15 statéd: S : g .«

. At present, the definition of “iIndian" is s broad Ehat the
Comimittee has seen the abuse in the counting of:children who
e eligible to participate under the program and the
- 1inability of- program.geople in the Officetof Education to
effectively monitor the participation in this program or evaluate
its results.> -
by

[#4

——

5 House Report No. 95-1137, p. 126.
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" The Committee recommended tightening the defidtion by eliminating 4 fff '

S y

descendants in the second degree.

Compromise and further study. . ‘ S éj

RS

.On July 13, 1978,'Congressman Qu%e of Minnesota successfully spon

" an amendment on the House floor which‘deleted the Committeé”s propose
exclusion of second-degree descendanbsQ'and left:t‘N*ﬁefinition as enagt

din 1972. 1In lieu of the- Committee s change, Quie's amendment :resulted
three new sections in P.L. 95—561 (l) Section llA7.mandating,a study

ES

Ny

- (2) Section 1148, establishing requirements regarding the kinds of da‘
- / o
to be collected in verifying a child's eligibility under Pift A and
a new Section 1149 establishing a method.of monitoring Pagt A projects |

(rolling audits).® e B . B
\ . ' b

c. The Previously Submitted Report , ‘ ” . .
The study mandated by Section 1147 ‘was forwarded to Congress on

.« v ‘September 24, 1981, but in his transmittal letter Secretary Bell stateds‘ g ’ -

-

o

: that‘the Department of Education could not endorse !the report as presenting
an "accurate or complete.description of the size of Indian groups."‘Theﬁ : » )
reasons given for this lack of confiden2¢ in the report's estimates
included reliance on ;faulty informationg" "weak or even inporrect"
methodology, and conflicting evidence which had Just become available K | i « ﬁ?
from the 1980 Census. In cong&uding, the Secretary Indicated that steps S ggv

* L 3

would be taken to correct the report's inadequacies and that a further

-

.

report would be squitted in about one year/s ttg . Ty y'

6 Congressional Recoﬁﬁ, House, July 13, l978,lpp. H6660-H6662.
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age Indians, and 1t 1s on these feSults that our estimates relyé

- . T .
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L4 ’ B ‘

k detailed analysis of errors affecting the estimates of the previous
report is presentad in Appendlx A. The consequences of those errors,v;.w..-%t
relative to the report's findings on major points of interest to the

Congress, will also Be noted in relevant sections of the next three chapters.

N -
~ - -

Here we limit ourselves to a brief description of three major.problems :
affecting the earlier report's estimates, indicating in each case, the

new sources of information.which we relﬁﬁpn for making‘the necessary

+

-
‘

wcorrections. - : N

- -
y

Ny Inflated projections of school—-age Indian children

In the absence of information from the 1980 Census* the previous report
depended on prOJections for 1980, baSed on data Erom the 1970 Census,
information on birtfs, and certain assumptions about shifts in-racial
identificatidn. Demographic analysis suggested that the projegted figure

. ’ . ’
of 495,600 Indian children (ages 5-17) was 1impossibly high,fan:\zhiL was

confirmed by early results from the 1980 Census which indicatéd a total count

of 405,800 for this group. Accordingly, the-Department arranged to'have

"the Bureau of the Census produce a set of special tabulations for school-

-

Incomplete sampling univexrse .

To estimate the number of Indian enrollments in public school:districts
. ‘ﬁ- 'y ', ¢ \.».
not participating in the Part A program, the previous report relied on a

B Y

special sample of districts represented in an Office of Indian Education

’

file. This "Part &) file contained information on about 2,500 non-Part A
districts with Indian enrollments, but subsequent comparisons with the

1976 Office of Civil Rights Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary

*

School Districts indicate that the actual number of such districts is

7
o

close to 5,900. In this rebort .We relg.on the 1976 OCR Directory for e

\ 6

I .
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information on Indian enrollments in unserved districts, and as a result,

our estim#tes are.higher by about 32,500.

-
-

Defective questions dealing with first- and second-degree‘dgscent

. . ’ [}
Although the Part A districts surveyed by the previous study. were a
N
valid sample (since all such districts were included in the Part A file),

the questions-deating with numbers of children (1) "cohsidered.Indians

only by virtue of their natural parents" (and (2) grandparéﬁts) wére
logically defective. Specrficglly, districts were asked to account for all
their Indian enrollments under these two headiﬁgs (plus a residual cagegory
for ddoptions,‘foster children4~etc.), where they shoﬁld have been asked
to account for only children who were not members of a tribe in their own
right. Apparently most districts in the sample compiied with this
.illog;cal requirement, because tabulations of the samplé returns (gontained
in Appendix A of the previous report) indicate that first- and sécond—degree
descendants'account for 99 percent of the total Indian enrollments in
Part A districtﬁu g

To obfain valid.estimates of second-degree descendants;—specifically

called for in the study mandate--the Department decided'tovcollect new
evidence. Accordingly, individual gtudent certification forqs ("506"
forms) .on file‘in.a national s?méle of 116 Part A districts were examined
in the spring of 1982 and their cﬁntents systematically recofded.‘ A full

descriptidn of the sample and methbddlogy involve@Jin this work is contained

in Appendix B. The main findings are presented in Chapter II, and these

S
x0

findings are further assessed for their implTcations in'tﬁé$%onc1ﬁding

section of Chapter IV. » A e
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D. Limitations of the Present Study L o

@ . °

Specific limitatians of the preseant study are discussed below, under

s

headings taken from the language of thq 1e§islative mandate quoted in
. ’ w
full on page 1.

“Identification...of Indian children served under this Title.”

- The -Indian Education Actgauthorizes three basic programs——Part A
Grants to Local Education Agencies and Indiah—cbntrolléh Schools,

Part B Special Projects for Indian Students, and Part C Special Projects

-
’

for Indian Adults. Indian,children may receive services under Patts

A and B, but the present study focuses exclusiyely on partiq}pation

in Part A, since this prbgfam accounts fotiﬁhe’greatest portion ‘of

services provided to Indian children.

. +
"Number of Indian children eligible and served...”

.

Three progressively restricted meanihgsvof "eligibie" may be distinguished:

(1) childreﬁ'ﬁho éyalify a;'&qdian under, the statutory definition,

(2) only such childrén as aré enrolled in LEAs or Indian-controlled

schools eligible fop Part A Grants (geneFally interpreted as excluding 7_;
Indian children enrolled.in LEAs having fewer than 10 Indian students:

as well as thosé enrolled in privately controlled schoéls), and

-

(3) "'Indian children.enrolled in LEAs or Indian—-controlled schools

participating in the Part A program.
\

Following the example’of the previous report, the present
study undertakes to estimate numbers of eligible‘children
under all three interpretations——that is, school-age Indian

children, Indian children in LEAs eligible for Part A grants, and -




r

¥

Indian children in LEAs actually receiving Part A grants. Here it
should be noted that estimates ‘of the last group have sometimes been

described as "served."”

A stricter interpretation of "served,” however, would refer to Indian
children who actually recéive services or other benefits from activities
sd%ported by Part A funds within the local school district. Fikld
visits and reports suggesf that this is a meaningful distinction,
especlally in large districtsi While Part A grant allotments are
based on a district's total Indian g%rqllment, actual services may be
provided only in schools gith significant concentrations of Indian

students. Thus, some eligible students in districts receiving Part A

funds may go unserved.

1
' Unfortunately, this report has no new information to offer on the 7

subject of the numbers or proportions of Indian students actually
servéd within Part A districts as these data are not uniformly collected
or reﬁsrted. ‘In an analjsis presented later, we will diépléy the
quantitative-implicatisns of the previous study's finding on this
poinﬁ, but we continue to have ;éry serious misgivings about the

special survey (discussed in Appendix A) which pLoduced this estimate.

“Eligible and served under each of the four clauses” (of the definition)

;Epe four clauseé referred to here appear in the statutory definition,

as follows:

a

“Section 453(a). For purposés of this title, the term "Indian”
means any individual who (1) is a member of a tribe, band, or
other organized group of Indians, including those tribes, bands,

10 15




or groups terminated since 1940 and Tthose recognized by the State
in which they reside, or who is a descendant, in the first or
second degree, of any such member, or (2) is censidered by the
~ Secretary #f the Interior to be an Indian for any purpose, or
(3) is-.an Eskimo or Aleut or, other Alaska Native, or (4) is
determined to be an Indian under regulations promuliated by the
- Commissioner, after consultation with the National Advisory Council
on Indian Education, which regulations shall further define the
term "Indian."7 ' :
Since criteria employed by the Secretary of the Interior are considerably
more restrictive than clauses 1 and 3, and since the U.S. Commissionet
of Education never issued regulations further defining the term “Indiam,"
only two clauses- apply, and as a practical matter, this amounts tov
diétinguishing between Eskimos, Aléuts, or other Alaska natives, on
the one hand, and all other children qualifying under the first clause,
on the other.  Using data from the "506" Indian Certification Forms
on file in a sample of Part' A districts 1in the Spring of 1982, we are
able to estimate the size of both groups of eligible children infthe
Part A universe. Using the 1980 Census data on race and school enrollment, '
' we can present ;stimates 6f both groups in public schools outside the .
Part A universe. Unfortunately, noAinformacion ié avallable on the

numbets or -proportions of children in thesé two groups who actually

received services.

“Consequences of'éiiminating des¢endants in the second degree"

Here agaiﬁ& our estimates rely on the samplé of. 506 forms just mentioned,

et

A
so our examlnation of consequences is iimited td a consideration of | <

- /
7 public Law 92-318, as amended; 20 U.S.C. 1221h. )

B




.,
the relative numbers of such children, and chariacteristics ﬁf Part A
, districts which wou%g be most affected b§ such a change in the statutory
definition.
» . ‘ M

;  "Other options for changes...and thelr consequences"

By méking extensive use of the 1980 Census‘data on Indians, and coﬁparing
‘estimates from this source with school reports (made to the Department's
foiﬁe for Ciﬁil Rights) and to figures based on Part A applications,

we provide a basis for evaluating the'consequences of a definition

which gives official standing to parental'representatiéggAcqncerning

the race of the child, since this essentially, is the operational

definition of "Indian” employed bf the CenSuQ\ Specifically, a child
‘ N
is of the Indian race 1f the household informant completing the Census
- form so rep;esents the child, and one of the parents is generally the -

household informant. . \

"Recommendations with respect to (new) criteria fér use by the Commissioner"”

~ As noted above, clause (4) of the staeptbry definition authorized thé
° Commissioner of Bducation to promulgate regulations further defining

the term "In&tan" and, by implication, to extend recognition as Iﬁdiéns

to groups not qualifying under the first three clauses. Th%,.

1978 Edu;ation Amendments directed the Assistant Secrgiary-fof Education .
(of the then Department of Health, Education, and W;lfare) to conduct

a study ‘of the definition of Indian, and up to that timé, the Cbmﬁissioner
had made no use of.the discretionapf authority contained in clause (4). -

Accordingly, 1t seemed appropriate.to the Congress to ask the

Assistant Secretary for Education to also make recommendations with
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-
- : ”
o

respect to the Commissioner's exercise of this authority. However,

-«

. . A
ander the reorganization act which created the Department of Educatign,
. .

the Secretary of Educatioa acquirad the rights and obligations of

both officers, and thus 1s under the obligation of making recommendations

concerning his exercise of the discretionary authority. originally

ziven tad the Commissioner.k

{

The present report contains no proposals involving the Secretary's

i
exercise of his discretionary authority under clause (4), and no

\
recommendations ¢oncerning chang4s in the existing statutory dgfinition.
On the latter point, however, it should be noted that the Secretag;
is committed to making recommendations to thé Congress concerning -

possible'changes‘in the statutory &efinition of Indian before the end

of this calendar year (1982).8 Prior to making these recdmmendations,

.public comment on the present report will be solicited and garefully

-

weighed. Thus, the present report is limited to an examination 6f.

b . Y I S
current evidence bearing on eligibility and service under Part A
of the Indian Education'Act, based on alternative meaqures‘and

definitions.

-

In his letter of February 12, 1982, to the chairmen of the Hodse and Senate
Committees on Appropriations, Secretary Bell described plans to obtain

new data from the 1980 Census .and a special study of ,"506" certification
forms. He then went on to state: "Data from these sources will become
available for analysis between March and August. Accordingly, we are
confident of being able to present revised estimates to the Congress

this fall. My recommendations concerning any needed changes or
alternatives in the current definition will be submitted before the *

end of the yeaf."‘ '

»
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ICHAPTER II: PATTERNS OF PARTICIPATION'Ih THE PART A PROGRAM

-

A. National Trends in Partic;pation

Table 2-1 presents the numbers of Part A students and grants for ‘ '

each year since 1976. Our examination commences with this year for two
reasons: first, 1976 was the last year of steady growth in the Part A
student countg, and second, detailed information on earlier years is not
available in computerereadable form for analysis..

gince 1976, there have been four reversals in the dumbers of Part A
students and-grants. -As Table 2-1 indicates, however, yeat-tofyear
changes in the student and grant counts have been relatively modest. .
Ovetall, the seven-year period depicted herevean te.summarized in a single

~ : <

statement: roughly 1,100 grants were made each year to districts reportiﬁg
b ) = N

around 300,000 Indian enrollments.

TABLBXZ—l. Total Part A Indian Students and Numbers of Grants,
1976 to 1982, with Analysis of Year-to-Year Changes

e
Number of Indian Students ~ Part A Grants
~ Change from Percent Percent

Year ' Previous - Total New This Not

: Total Year i Number Year Renewed
1976eceecessss 302,100 + 13.1% 1,062 -~ 16.3
1977 cevenasnns 297,100 - 1.7% 1,013 12.3 . 9.6
1978.000eseese 325,000 + 9.4%.: 1,086  15.6 7.4
1979 cecescsns 337,600 + 3,977 1,139 11.7 9.7 .
1980ccecccons 328,400 - 2.7% 1,135 9.4 10.2
198licccscccses 29%,600 - 8.8% 1,053 3.8 1.7
1982cccccccnsce 319,500 . + 6.6% 1,112 6.3 -—

SOURCE: Special tabulation of the Part A Program Files for 1976-1980
and 1978-1982. ,




$
. . \ ‘ .
) _ The major surprise in this table appears in the last two columns. '
) Underléing the relatively'stgbld number of| grants there has,Peen a good
deal of movement ln’and out of the program lon the part of individual ‘ ]

1] .
school districts. Specifically, in each of the four years, 1977 through

[y

1980, more than a fifth of the participating districts were comqgncing or
. .
ending their participation in that year (i.e., did not participate in the
_ ( ' '
‘previous oryfollowing yéar). This means that much of the change in total Indian
° * s

student counts may be the net result of lossés assoclated with districts

not continuing in the program and gains associated with new districts

<

entering the program., Table 2-2 confirms this speculation for changes
3

LA

observed over the period 1976 to 1980. -
. , , . -\,
TABLE 2-2: Changes in Part A Participation of LEAs, l976h50 1980: ~
’ Total United States . ' '
Number of LEAs by’ . Indian Student Counts
Partfcipation Status ' 1976 to 1980>
in,;1976 and 1980 1976 1980 ) Net Change -
. N ] - o N - '
859 LEAs in both years........ 274,800 279,400 - + 4,600
203 in 1976 but not 1980.0..00 20,200 " : - _20,200
276 in 1980 but not 1976¢.ce:. - 42,600 +42,600
TOTALs.................ll...... 295’000* \322,00’0* 427’000
» ‘ b ' . 4 .
/¢ % These totals are lower than those ?hown in Table 2-1 because of the
R exclusion of enrollments. in tribal schools receiving grants in 1976
and 1980. _ - ¢ » . '

SOURCE: Péft A Program File for 1976—1%80.‘

i
L] .

« Increases in student counts of LEAs participating in both 1976 and
1980 amounted to less than 2 percent over the four-year period. Thus, of

the total increase of 27,000 observed over this period, 22,400 (83 percent)

phone >

is attributable to the differehce bet&eéﬁ};he claims of new districts
p@nd those of districts not continuing i&ﬁthe program. This 1is reassuring .

o - s o *
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evidence from the gtandpoint of the types of apparent abuses noted in the

,

1977 GAO report, where it was observed that the claims of several districts"

more than doubled in a single year.l At the same time, however, these
" findings are suggestiGe of lessecontinuity in the delivery of Part A

services than might be ‘desired. 1In this connection, we need to remind

¥
ourselves that the experienge of indivfdual States ¥s 'averaged out" ins

©

national sumfaries. Thus, there is a question of whether the turnover

i /
ihgicated in Table 2-2 might be concentrated in just a few areas, with

correspondingly more serious implications for lack of cont}nuity in

. ] > . : !
service. ‘It is.to explore this and similar questions that we turn next
» to "an examination ef-particfpation trends at the State level.
4 ‘ . . /

v ) ‘ R 'J

B. - State-Level Patticipation Trends ' -

‘™ :
®
Part A grants go.to LEAs in 41 States, but 90 percent of the Indian

~

. stidents counted for participation are in the 15 States with the largest -

Indian pogulations. Accordingly, most of our analysis is focused on these
N\ »

15 States. Readers interested in reviewing data for the other States -

should consult the tables in Appendix D. The Appendix tables also ptrovide

k more precisevfigures, as text tables ﬁfesent data only to the nearest 100%
(L.e., in thousands, with one decimal place).

Table 2 3 shows the distribution of Part A Indian counts 1in i976 and
.

in 1980 for the 15 selected States, and also indicates how chanaes in

.

LEA participatioq:contributed to the total change in Indian students. .

.

[ 4

1 Report to the Congressqhy/the Comptroller_ggaeral -of the Unlted States. -
Indian Education in the Public School System Needs More Direction from
the Congress, HRD-76-172, March 14, 1977. ;

[ ] —\
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For example, Arizona reported a gain of 8,600 student§ between 1976 and

1980 (32,800-24,200). Infian students iq new;gistricts (column 3) exceeded

those\in "dropout” districts (column 2)‘by 6,900 (7,400-580) so the balance; \‘ f'

of the total gain (},700 or 8,600-6,900) is attributable to increases

in the claims of districts participating in the.progrém in both years.

TABLE 2-3: Indian Student Cou\ts of Part A LEAs in 1976 and 1980,
with Separate Estimates for "Dropout” and "New"” Districts

Est i mates 1in Thousands

. “Total 1976 But 1980 But . Total
Selected State 1976 Not 1980 . Not 1976 1980 ~
(1) (2) : 3> - (4)
Alaskae.eiveenneneesd, 17.2 1.7 .3 18.0
Arizona....eeeeseeeanes 24,2 5, T4 32.8
California.¥ee.ideaese. 36.3 4;2’ , 5.5 37.2
Michigan.. ieeeieeawees 19.4 2, 2.4 18.0
Minnesota..ieeeeeeeeeas 11.9 .3 «0 10.2
Montana..seseeeeecaesss 8.3 ' 1.6, . 9.3
New Mex1COiseeavenaeess 23.5 .1 : 1.8 ° 24,1
New York.eueeeioeooaoee 5.7 1 0 5.0
North Carolina....e.... 12.7 .1 1.4 16.1
Oklahoma..ecieseeeeaees 65.6 4,7 16.4 79.5
Oregon.ceeesecececansses 3.9 0 1.1 5.5
South Dakotae.eiveeeess 8.9 oh. 1.8 10.2
Texas.eieeseeeensaneass 1.2 .3 .1 1,2
Washingtoni.eeeeeensess 18.3 1.3 9, 17.3
WisconsSin.eesseeeeeeess 7.0 .1 .8 H.2
Subtotal..eesseaat. . 264.0 16.4 41.3 290.6
*All Others..oee.c... 31.0 3.8 1.3 31.4
TOTAL, U.Seveapeeas 295.0 20.2 42,6 322.0 -

* Note that only 41 States participate in the Part A program. Thus, ‘
“all others” includes only the remaining 26 States., = . -

SOURCE: Office of Indian Education Part A Program File, 1976-1980,
A wide range of descriptivé concerns can be addressed by means of the

data in Table 2-3, Here, we confine our‘discussion to a few examples:

2]
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o Major Part A States. Oklahoma, Califorhia, and Arizona
reported the largest numbers of Indian *students in both years.

o Major gdiners! Oklahoma again leads the list, followed )

by Arizona. — o

Minnesota, New York, and Wistonsin.

o Top fifteen States versus "All Others". The 26 States in the
"all other" category together accounted for only a little over
10 percent of all Part A Indian students in both years.. Their
share of the total increase was below average (1.5 percent)
while their sHire of students in districts not: continuing '

to 1980 was above average (3,800 out of 20,200 or about 19 .
percent). , - .

o Sources of growth in individual Statég. Of the 13,900 increase
registered by districts in Oklahoma, 11,700 is attributable to
5 the excess of Indian students in new districts over those in
"~ "dropout” districts. The remainder of 2,200 reflects increased
" claims of districts participating in both years.. :

I

We turn néxt to an examination:of changes in the number of Part A

,,E grants which produced the Indian student counts displayed in Table2-3.

Here again, we see in Table 2-4 that underlying the relatively stable

' . X W
counts of Indian students is a good deal of movement in androﬁt of the *

‘f‘program on_the part of individual districts. TFor example, looking just
? at the humber of grants tofLEAs in California for 1976 and 1980 (columns
:’1 and 4), one could not guess that over this period 39 distrfcts drooped
‘out or did not have their grentgnrenewed while 35.new dist¥icts oame
into the program. | |
As a’ group, the 15 major States exhibigamore stability than those
combined on the "all others" line, with a four-year retention rate of 82
percent compared to 74 percent for the other 26 States. Among the 15,-
\\‘,however, Te;;s and Michigan stand out with retent}on rates of only 50 and
68 percent, respectively. It is also noteworthy that juet three States—-
Caiiforniai Mich gan, and Oklehoma--account for more than half of the
éjditions'siozev1976.

"dropouts” and

o States showing lower counts in 1980. This applies dgldichigan,
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TABLE 2-4: Number of Part A Grants in 1976 and 1980, With "Dropout"”

and New Districts Shown Separately — #Q
. . . , ~ Proportion of °

, , "Total “1976 But 1980 But Total 1976 LEAs in .

Selected States 1976 ‘Not 1980 Not 1976 .1980. 1980 Program
! ¢9) (2) (3) (4)

- | S— =~ L ; 3
Alaska..---------'i---'- 46 5 3 44 .89
Arizona---o-}:--------- 40 . '2 22 60 .95

_Californiaieesessesesss 159 39 35 155 g5
Michigan......oeweeee.. 121 39 25 107 .68
MINNESOtasssenerrnsenss 6l 10 .5 “56 84"
Moﬂtana. ...o..oo.o‘oo...o 39 . 4 14 /49‘ .90 .
"New Mexico...........l. . 20 '3 = 6 23 .85 .
New Yogku.evvesesveness 16 1 0 15 " .94
North Carolina...eceee. 20 1 4 23 ,95
, R ,
Oklahoma............... 219 33 91- 277 L) .85
Oregdn................. 22 3 ]-1 I" 30 —.86 - o
South Dakota;----ooo-ﬁ/ 30 . 7 1]-“ .34 '77 .
Texés....v‘...l........;. 8 4 1*/ 5 .50
Washingtoneieeseeesoesns 69 8 13 74 . .88 _
Wisconsino--o.o .~........ 35 . 3 6 .38/. .91
Subtotal.sesessoeses = 905 162 247 990 .82
i - -+
All o ers....l....l 157 41 29 ]-45 »\—"‘x74
TOTAL, U.Sevensoonss 1,062 ~ 203 276 1,135 f?é 81 <

P

SOURCE: Office of Indian Educatlen Pars A Program File, 1976-1980.




" total enrollments in the district.2 F6r the most part, however, we

-
: -

»

. i
C. Groups of States with Sibilar Characteristics

¥

In searching for significant patterns related to participatioh in the

Part A program, the ideal situation would be to have data on the soclal
. ~ < - _ o ; R .
and economic characteristics of every loecal district. This would make it

LY

possible to examine/g;rticipation rates within classes of LEAs, defined
, )

~

in terms of the varfables of particular interest. To’a very limited extgd

. I
the 1976 Office for Civil Rights Survey of Publf#c Elementary and Secondary

. . & , [
Schopl Districts permits this type of analysis, and we will draw on this:
o ‘ ~ /

survey in examining the relationship to participation of two factorsﬁ
rd

district size (total enrollments) afid the ratio of Indian students to

- .

are limited at present to State-level data, and even when the 1list of
States belng examined has been reduced to 15, it is sometimes difficult

to discern patterns. For this reason, we are going to define five groups
7.
of States that exhibit some marked differences on characteristics of

- - [

"

special interest to our study.
‘t L
We have already defined three groups of States: the 15 with thei g
largest Indian populatfons, another 26 with at least one Part A grant

recipient, and the remaining 9 States, plus the District of Columbia:“

What we propose to do now is divide the 15 major States into three oups:
four States exhibiting the highest proportion of Indian children or

°f
reservations (Group 1), four States where the highest proportions- are

.

2 Fyrther analyses of this type will become possible in 1983, en the
National Center for Education Statistics completes the taskipf Te-
aggregating the 1980 Census data to conform to school district

boundaries.

725
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Table 2-5 displays the five groups, ‘and showﬁéggw they comparebin,the

aggregate on the three defining variables: size of Indian pOpulation, - - A
proportion on reservations, apd prog?rfion urban, non—reservation.3u ’ A e
‘ Before turning to an examinatiﬁnéof data on participation in Part A

for, these State groups, it 1is appropriate to stand hack and comsider whatg ~

we' have created.. There are two ways of iuﬁroving our understhding of

. these grou —especially of the first three groups which account for the :

15 major Indian States. First, we can identify other characteristics S - .
which serve to furtheT distinguish ‘the groups——characteristics which

N - \2 Co | Coes
- "go along with“ but are logically indezendent of the differendes guaranCeed C e

- - A

by our definition. Secondly, we can examine the” ¢on ribution of individual
AStates to aggregate statistics for the groups that nclude those States.

v
( | .
‘ . Doing this serves to set some cautionary limits on interpretations of B

. 3
differences‘between the three main.groups. For Gxample, referring back

Q-

to Table 2 3, we can note that Arizona and New Mexico are the dominant'
States in Group 1, accounting for 73 percent of the 1976 Part A Indian

[y .

counts.; In Group 2, Oklahoma stands out with 58 percent of the total,
and'nearly four times the co:tribution of Washington, the next lar%est
éi%te in this group. Finally, in Group 3, California is clearly the e *
dominant .State with_58Apercent of Ehe Part A count for 1976, while New
York and Texas together account for only 11 percent of the group total.
Because of these differences in relative sizer it will sometimes be impor:;nt

to display State ranges on key statistics for the three groups to permit an

> evaluation of their internal consistency.

3 We omit mentio:?of the rural non-reservation column here since it is'
loglcally implied by the first tjb proportions.

7




TABLE 2-5. Definitional Charactéfisfics of Five State Groups: 1980 -

'

- Proportions Not
, Estimated No. : on Reservation
Definition of Groups ~ of Indiams Proportion on and: :
i Ages 5-17 Reservations ~Urban Rural

Larges§4£§'1ndian States (at . o .
least 8,500, Ages 5-17): : : .

Group 1: Over 58% on
‘ reservations--Arizona,
| T Montana, New Mexico, and . .
P South Dakot&..ceccsessvseass 111,800 _ 675 .187  .138

Group 2: Not in group 1
or 3--Alaska, Minnesota,
North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Washington, and
' Wisconsin...‘............... N 136,200 4 114 © 408 . 478

~ Group 3: Over 60Z in N
urban areas—--California,
Michigan, New York, and - , ‘ '
TEXA3S e cecccacsssossccsscsse 92,700 .056 .762 - .182

Remaining 35 States and
District of Columbia (less
than 8,500, Ages 5-17):

, Group 4: Twenty-six smaller
: States with Part A grants
in 1980. .’....".’.........v... ) -78’300 .169 .565 .266

Group 5: No Part A=--nine

States—-Delaware, Georgila,

Hawaii, Kentucky,

Mississippi, New Hampshire,

Pennsylvania, Tennessee,

and West Virginia-—and , . .
District of Columbig,.ccees 10,800 .092 .510 «398

« *

N

TOTAL, UNITED STATES.ccereeee 429,800 ' .257 .458 «285

- SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns.

c oy, DEST GAPY AVAILABLE




Other differences among the three main groups

In what follows, we will briefly highlight three of ‘the major

differences:

- ' o Relative size of the Indian population

In Group 1, the range is from 5 to 8 percent (respectively
Montana and New Mexico). In Group 3, the range is .2 to -8
percent (New York and california).. In Group 2 (the "middle”
group), four States (Minnesota, North Carolina, Oregon, and
Washington exhibit intermediate percentages in the range of
.9 to 1.5 percent. Wisconsin has a lower percent than
California (.6 versus .8), while Oklahoma's 5.6 percent and
Alaska's 16 percent exceeds one or all of the percentage
figures in Group l. * e

.

o 1970 Indian poverty rates

-

'On this characteristic the three groups are perfectly
ordered, with 45 to 60 percent of the Indian population ‘(all
ages) in poverty in the States comprising Group 1, 27 to

43 percent for the seven "middle" States, and a narrow

range of 21 to 23 percent in the four "urban” States

(Group 3).4 S ’

o

»

o Degree of local concentration of Indian children in.pdﬁlic Bchools

Even in States where Indian children are a negligible fraction
of the total school-age populatien, they could occur in local
concentrations where they represent a significant percentage of
all students in the schools they attend. New York is an :
exceptional State that {1lustrates this possibility. While
Indian children account for only .3 percent of all public school
enrollments, 48.5 percent of these IndTan children are attending
schools where they amount to at least 20 percent of the school's
total earollment. Surprisingly, most of the remain{hg_Indian
children in New York are EéE concentrated, a fact noted below.

v Among the 15 major States, New Mexico, Arizona, Montana, and
South Dakota rank 1, 3, 4,’and‘6 on a measure of high concentration
(percent of Indian children attending schools where they amount
ﬂ . to at least ZO“percent'of total .enrollments). . The Group 1
) ‘ trange on this characteristic is 56 to 75 percent (of all Indian
children in the State attending public schools). ‘ -

\ . "

4 These 1980 Indian poverty rates are from American Indians, leumé'z,
Report No. 1F, 1970 Census of Population. Poverty rates for 1980
are not yet availablé. . '
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' Turnidg to a measure of low concentration (percent of Indians
in schools where they amount to less than 5 percent of enrollments),
Texas, California, and Michigan lead the 1list with percentages
of 63 to 78. New York ranks 6th, with 42 percent of its Indian
students attending schools with less than 5 percent Indian
enrollments, Exceptions to the “"middle" rule for the 7 States
in Group 2 are Oregorf and Wisconsin (which rank 4th and 5th on
the measure of low concentration) and Alaska and North Carolina
(which rank 2nd and 5th on the measure of high-cqncentratiog).

Summing up, with some exceptions already noted, Indians iﬁ the four
“reservation” States comprising Group 1 are a highly visible, locally
concentrated, and substantially disadvantaged fraction of the total

population. Conversely, in the four "high—-urban® §tates which make up

) Group 3, Indians amount to less-than 1 percent of the population, are more

evenly dispersed in public schools, and are economically least disadvantaged.

Compariéons of the State groupS'on“particiﬁtion in Paft A

We come finally to the first application of Fhe State groups we have
labored to establish. Table 2-6 représents a reaggregation of the data ",
already presented for the 15 major States in Tables 2-3 and 2-4, and an
interesting pattern does indeed emerge.

Table 2-6 shows that the four State groups in the Part A universe
participéted quite differently in the overall trends previously noted at
the national levgl between 1976 and 1980. Nearly all of the growth i?
the number of grants and fotal students counted for Part A particibation
occurred among the States in the first two groups. Conversely, most of
of the disﬁricts whose participatioa came to an end during this period

~
are located in qhe-Stétés comprising Groups 3 and 4.

-

§ L

'5 These estimates of degree of concentration ‘are based on special

tabulations of the 1976 Office for Clyil Rights Survey file, ,
containing information on nearly 16,000 'individual school districts,
of which about.7,000 had one or more Indian anrollments. For compléte
data on all the States, see Table 7 of Appendix Ds e

- 24




TABLE 2-6. Changes in Part A Participation, 1976 to 1980, for
Four State Groups
' . ’ ) 13

Number of LEA Number of Indian Students
P . Grants __in Part A LEAs ‘
State Groups Total in % Change, Total in 7.Change,
: 1976 1976-1980 1976 . , 1976-1980
Group 1. Ziizona,
Montana, New Mexico, . ' '
~and South Dakota...... 129 + 28,7 64,900 +17.7
GfbuB;Z. Seven other :
large StateSececvecess 472 ., + 14,8 © 136,500 + 11.8
’,Groug 3. California,
Michigan, New quk, / .
an-d Texa's...'....-..... ] 304 - 7.2 » 62,600 - 1.6
Group 4. Twenty-six ' *
smallér Part A s : ‘
St‘ates......;..;...... 157 ! 7.6 31,000 + 1.3
TOTAL, PART A STATES 1,062 + 6.9 295,000 + 9.2

0

ol

(2

SOURCE: 1976~1980 Part A Program File

e

D. Participaéiou as Related to Size of LEAs

In this sec;iﬁn we examine two qﬁestions related to district ;Ize.
First, are Indian qhildrén more likely Fo be‘found in small school districts,
and second, are small LEAs with s;gnificant Indian enrollments under-—
represented in the Part A program? The réasoh for attaching some

importance to these questiohs is the possibility that small school
: : ’ 1L
districts may be at a serious disadvantage when it comes to participating

in voluntary programs having detailed formal application procedureé which

.require.si A1ficant amounts of professional .staff time. If this is generally

the case, it would have an unfortunate effect on éhildren in rural areas

" where small school districts are typiggl, particularly if those districﬁs

have sizeable Indian enrollments. :3()
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Our evidence on both quéstions comes ffom the 1976 Office for Civil
Rights “Survey” (actually, a complete census) of Public Elementary ;nd
Secondary School Districts;6 Usihg total enrollments of less than 300 as our
definition of "small," the 1976 OCR dat; show that nearly .6 pércent of ail
public school Indian enroilments occur in small LEAS, aiﬁhough the combined"
total enrollmenjs of these districts amounts to just a little over 1

)

Table 2-7 is designed to locate Indian students within the public ‘

| ~ ,
percent of the total public school population.

‘séhool universe described in the 1976 OCR data, with LEAg diétingui;hed
by their size and'nuﬁber of Indian enrollments. To produce these data, éhe.
1976 OCR file was matched via computer with the Part A program file for
1976, using Office of Education State and‘local‘eéucation agency codes.
Of the 1,062 schobl districts on the program file, no corregponding
record w;s fouﬂd on the OCR file for 40 districts which réceiveé Part A
funds in 1976.7 "

Table 2-7 shows quite conclusively thaf among LEAs with at least 10
Indian students, smaller districts ‘are more likely to be participating‘in

— 5
the program than larger districts (48 versus 37 percent) and that Indian

6 1976 was the last year in which districts with total enrollments of
less than 300 were systematically canvassed by the Office for Civil
Rights. ‘ :

S ) ’

7 Investigation aof the unmatched Part A districts indicates four
reasons for the failure to find corresponding records in the OCR
file: (1) erroneous LEA’ codes (probably due to errors in transtription
or data entry); (2) consolidations of.p:eviousfy separate elementary ‘and

«~ secondary districtsd; (3) .splits . of previously unified districts; and

~ (4) the participation in the. Part A program of a few intermediate

education agencies which are excluded from the OCR universe of local -
education agencles. '
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students in smaller districts are at least coﬁparably»representedvtn the

-

=

_ program (74 versus 73 percent). These data also réflect the fact

that Indian students tend to be concentrated in a relatively‘small number

of districts.

TABLE 2-7: Reldtionship of Participation in the Part A Program to
District Size, as Seen in the 1976 Office for Civil
Rights "Census" of Public School Distr#cts

D

Smaller LEAs (under 300)

>

’ Largez LEAs ( 300+ Studen:s)

No./sf LEAs No. of Indians

No. of LEAs No. of Indians

1. All 15,722 LEAs
in the OCR
universececeseee

2. 6,792 L‘EAS with
"1 or more
Indians........

3. 2,766 LEAs with
10+ Indians....

4. 1,022 Matched
Part A
DistrictSeeeess

5. 40, Unmatched
Part A
Districts..e.ces

b. Estimated for
all 1,062 Part A
DistrictSeceees

7. Line 6 as a
Percent of
Line's.........

11,517

*5,833

2,425

875

23

898

37.0%

346,400

346,400

334,800

236,000
7;800*.

243,800

72.8%

4,205 21,900
959 " 21,900
341 20,100
147 12,000 -

17
164
48.1%

* These figures for Indian enrollments are from the Part A Program
~ All-other Indian enrollments are based on the 1976 OCR file,

4
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E. Docnmented Characteristics of Indian Students in Part A Districts
Efforts_to document individual eiigibility'fornparticipation in Part A
go back'to 1576 but by rather general agreement, the "506 Forms" |
'requirement was not adequately implemented. until Just 1ast year’ (1981)
Although the 506 forms requirement was originally mandated in 1976, the
1978 Quie amendment modified the kinds of informa on to be cpilected
(H.R. 15, Section 1148), and these new requirements #osed severe‘problems
for many Indian groups where suitable records og the type contemplated
were difficult to obtdin or non—existent, Thus, the data which we report
'here represents a "first reading” from a docomentation system which has
only recently been put in place. Specifically, our estimates are based
on an examination of-Indian‘certification forms.on fiie in a national -
sample of 116 Part A districts as of the Springdof 1982.8

a ,
A number of cautions need to be stressed in interpreting these data.

First, the estimates pertain to a universe of documents, and there is
evidence.that‘parents and local school officials—are sometimes.confused
about the intent and meaning of specific portions of the 506 form.

Second, the documents permit no‘distinction between recipients and
nonrecipients of Part A services, and finally, the sample is not
representative of all Part A grant recipients. The reasonyfor this last
"iimitation is that our studf-ot'the 506 forms vas an‘add;on toxan evaluaﬁion
‘study designed to examine the impact of Part A services in districts with

a history of sustained participation (at 1east three years) and significant

numbers of Indian children available to be served by the project (at 1east 31).

8 For a description of the sample design and methods used in compiling
these data, see Appendix: B.

v




Thus, about\?30 LEAs with fewer than 31 Indian students or lessfthan
three years of contindous participation were systematioally excluded from
the sample. With these caytions in mind, we turn to an examination of a
~set of national estimates representing a little over 297,000 of the
328,300 Part A students counted in 1980

K ‘ TABLE 2-8: Estimates of Part A Indian Enrollments by Qualifying

Characteristics, Based on Indian G€FEification Forms
on File in a Sample of Part ‘A Districts, Spring 1982

’ - Estimates Based on Estimates frqm
. ' 506 Forms ' Previgus Study
‘ Basis of Eligibility Estimated Proportion * - Proportion
' Number of Total of Total
Eskimos and AleutS...eessess. 13,000 044 049
- Members of federally . _
recognized tribes.cccececees. 89,800 ¥ .302 ~.761
Members of State-recognized L ,
tribes....................... 86’400 .291 ) .117
First—-degree descendants..... 43,900 ’ .148 .045
Seéond-degree descendants.... 52,900t 178 .019
a NS
ALl OtherS.....eeeseeseeesees 11,400 ~.038 .011
TOmLS................... 297,400 . 1.000 v 1.002

v

SOURCE~ Estimates given here from' the 1981 report appeared in Table 9
(page 22). Estimates based on the 506 forms come from a .
speclal file created by Development Associates, Incorporated
under contract to the Department of Education.

Taking things in the order of thelr importance, estimates based on the

506 forms (1) indicate- substantial numbers of second—-degree indians,
T

(2) are markedly different from estimates presented in the 1981 Indian
Definition Study, and (3) show a consiflerable number‘of firgt—degr e

descendants. In what follows, we will comment brieflp on the last/-two
points before taking up the more important queStion of the numbers (and

distribution) of second-degree descendants.

CERICET oo RUGATAE 29 14
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improperly demanded), first- and second-degree descendants accounted for v

 of that indicated by an examination of the 506 fo?s——l.9 percent ag

circumstances preventing parents (at least one f whom is a tribal member)

-

The righthand column in&iéates how the 1981 stﬁdybhandled the problem
T TN ‘

of the defective questions on descendancy: the responses were “scaled-
) -

down” to fit into the space left by ahswgrs to the question dealing with
meﬁbership in Federal or State*fecogniZedltribes. By this method, instead

of accounting for 99 percent of all Indian children (as the queg;igns(

only 6.4 percent of all eligible children. On the key.qﬁestionvof second-

degree descendants, this resulted in an estimate just’one4ninth the size

ophosed to 17.7 percent. Overall, the two sets of)fstimates show gogd

agreement on only one category of eligibility—;that of Eskimo and Aleut
F : , " -

children. >

~

ihe number of first—degree descendants (amounting to nearly 15 percent Y

of all documented children) is interesting for what it might tell us abdﬁt

o ,
from enrolling their children in the same tribe. Among the possible

explanations are racially-mixed marriages, marriages'between;members of
. ' ~ ’
tribes with different rules of descent, and families that have recently

L3

moved away from or lost touch with their tribal Organizations;9
N L] . ‘ ‘. & . v : .
- The next tablg anticipates a question we willﬂgxplore systematically

in the concluding section pf.Qhaptef IV: What types of districts would - .
\ ’ ’ " '

be most affected by the exclusion of children who are Indian only by : s " B

@

virtue of second-degree descent?

\

9 Further anal}g&; of the data, designed to identify the characteristics
of LEA's reporting most of these first-degree descendants, may shed . Vad
some light on the subject. Due to time constraints, there has been . ,
no opportunity to explore the question.
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TABLE 2-9. Estimated Numbers and Proportions of Second-Degree Indians
Included in Part A Counts of LEAs' Located in Four State-
Groups: Spring, 1982

L]

Estimated Nnnber of
' . Indian Students Counted .
State Group - : for Part A Participation

- No. of LEAs "~ Second-degree Ratio.of'Second-
in Sample * Total only A degree‘to'Total
y Group 1. Arizona, i R
Montana, New Mexico,
and South Dakot@eeeeecess 23 55,300 800 : .014

~ Group 27 Seven other ST
largevStates....--....-‘- 52 178,800 31,300 175

Group 3. California,
Michigan, New York, and

Tean.....o....ii)...i.. : . '24 '38’400 N '16’600 . : .433
Group 4. Twenty-six , g : : '

_ smaller Part A States... 17 25,200 4,200 .166
TOTAL, PART A STATES.... 116 297,700~ 52,900 ° 178"

SOURCE: Special file created by Development Assoclates, Incorporated
based on an examination of 506 forms.

Table 2-9 indicates quite convincingly that the exclusion of second-
" degree descendant & Would have the greatest relative impact'in'the four

. { :
major urban-Indian States (Group 3). Within this group, Califormia was

represented by 13 sample LEAs, Michigan by 8, New York‘by 2, and Te?as by

%/ _only 1. 1In the four major "reservation” States (Group 1), the estimated

S « ° number of second-degree chiidren is so small thatithe”duestion of differences

among the fonr States has no practical import. l ‘ v — -
With this final. K look at the State-groups introduced in this chapter,

we turn next to the problem of estimating the numbers of Indian children

not served by Part A districts. As indicated earlier, we will return to the

question of the differential consequences of excluding second~degree Indians

e v ) | .
/// in Chapter 1V. o
' . 31
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.CHAPTER III: ESTIMATES OF INDIAN CHILDREN NOT SERVED_IN 1976 AND 1980

-

A. Indian Students in Public Schools Not-Served by, Part A in 1976

In l976, the Office for Civil Rights Survey of Public and Elementary
and Secondary School Districts obtained reports on enrollments by categories
N of race and ethnicity from the entire dniverse of 15 722 LEAs. Of these
districts;v6,792 reported one or more “"American Indian, Eskimo;.and
Aleut" students, for a total of about 363,300. This amounts to about
“six-tenths of one percent of all publi€ school enrollments that year.
Since the OCR reports did- no; include information on participation in
» Federal categorical, programs, LEAs receiving Part A grants in 1976 must
be individuafly identified We did this in the computer using the Office
of Indian Education's Part A Program File, and matching on State and LEA
wodes . Bybthis method, We were able to identify 1,022, or 96 percent, of
the 1,062 LEAS that received Part A grants in l976. Given our "subtraction”
approach (total OCR Indians fgss OCR Indians in LEAs wi;h Part A grants)
- to estimating unserned children, non-matches, although small in number,
, were a matter of some concern. Our solution to this problem was to treat
unmatched Program File LEAs (and the Indian enrollments shown in the file
: \

-

for those districts) as subtractions from the unmatched OCR totals. All.

4

we can ‘be sure of , concerning this treatment of non—matches, is that it does:
u - not result in an overstatement of the nﬁmber of children in unserved LEAs.1
— )

Table 3—l shows that at least 109 700 (77 200 + 32 500) of the Ihdian

students reflected in the 1976 OCR reports were unserved. Since 32,500

1

1 Inspection of unmatched records for Part A recipients in 1976 reveals
that substantial numbers of Indian students were being sarved through a
- few intermadiate education agencies or.vocational-technical area schools,
t@lde the OCR universe of local education agencles. .

a
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TABLE 3-1. Estimatés of Served and Unserved Children Based on Numbers
of Indian Students Repotted to the Office for Ciyil Rights
in 1976, with Comparisons to the Part A Program File for 1976

L , o - L Number of Indiaﬁ'Students
Part A Particip n and Number of , 1976 OCR 1976 Program’
Representation in Program File f LEAs Reports* ‘File
,1. ‘Part A %..............‘..........l. . 1’0‘62 . . 'T 258;600 ‘ 295’000
(1,022 matches.+ 40 non-matches) ‘
2. Other LEAs in Program File....eeeeee. 2,579 77,200 84,800
(2,343 matches + 236 non-matches) : .
31 Subtotal for Program Filessiorianers 3,641 \335,800 379,800
4. Other LEAs in OCR file with Indian - \ :
StudentS (3 669_276)**0ooooo.oooooooo 3’392 ) BZ,SOO s
5. OCR totals (includes 242 LEAs with 0 g T
Indians but matched)........"......... . 7’034 36 ’300 -
6. Part A participation rates indicated _ . B
" by the two files (Line 1 as. percent v . :
of 1ine _3°r 5).....'................ >70.2’/’ 77.7’/’

* Program File Indian student counts are included in cases where no match
was found in the OCR file. , ' : )

%% Note;that\sgmatched Program File LEAs are treated as a subtraction from
unmatched OCR LEAs. .This treatment assumes that the OCR file is =~
complete- and that all LEAs represented in the Program File are also in
the OCR universe. -Stated -differently, the ‘assumption is that a computer -
match would have been found for all Program File records if both sets
of records had completely accurate State and LEA codes.

SOURCE: Special fabulation of the combined (matched) 1976 OCR and Part A o
Program Files.

L4

of these unserved children are in districts not represented in the Part A
Progran Filefathey fepreSent a reduction ih the overall proportion served
by Part A, ;iig?wusing the Program Filé‘only, 6ne‘wou1d ;séimatewﬁhat
295,000 of 379,800 Indian étudénts were available to be served in Part A
districts, for a participation rate of 77.7 percent. iif the OCR enrollment
figures are relied on, however, and thé additianal Indian enrollments in

LEAs not represented in the Program File are included, the partlicipation

rate drops to 70.2 percent.




in Table 3-1 is that OCR Indian enrollment figutes are- lower than the - &

Part A studENt counts by about 12 percent. There 1is no neceSsary

'8‘
contradiction in this, since children counted for Part/}rparticipation--

A especially under the second-degree descendant clauSe--may not “be reportéﬂ'

by local school officials as belonging to an American Indian race, but

the differences do bear closer inspection. We will return to this subject
in the next chapter, and data for individual States based on fully matched
comparisons will also be found in Table 3 of Appendix D. T o .

B. Estimated Numbers of Uhse!ved Ind{an Children in 1980 .

to link the 1980 OCR or 1980 Census data to‘individual'LEAs. "Unlike the
1976 OCR "survey" (actually a census of all LEAs), the 1978 and 1980 OCR

surveys were samples, and while they provide excellent estimates for many

¢ . B ]

segments of . the Public school universe in thoge years, their coverage of

-

any group amounting to less than 1 percent of the totalsschosl population

is open to question. Work is Presently underway at the National Center
A
£l
for Education Statistics to directly link much of the 1980 Census data to

individual school districts, but estimates of Indians enrolled in public
schools have not yet been tabulated for small-enough areas to approximate
school-district boundaries. | )

Glven the limitations just noted, indirect or relatively crude estimates
are the best Wwe can do for 1980, Our first estimate is a "1980 estimate

in only one sense. it looks at Indian enrollments in LEAs participatingJ

or not participating in the Part-A program as of 1980, but the enrollments

v

in question are those reported four years earlier in 1976. In other
words, we have simply reaggreg ted ‘our matched Program Fil and 1976 ocr

data to reflect changes id‘LEA participation between 1976 and 195\“5

3 39
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TABLE 3-2. "Calkculation of Part A Participation Rates in 1980
R Based on 1976 Reports of Indian Students S .
o ] - ——TNumber of Todlan Students
_ Part A Participation and ., Number of 1976 OCR ~ 1976 Program '
Representation in Program File LEAs Reports* File '
1. Part A in 1976 and 1980...useeses 859 - 242,500 274,800
(829 matches + 30 non—matches) o ' ) - )
] 20 Pal't A Only in 1980.0000000’000‘.00 276 . : 20,600 I ’ 22,400
.- (215 matches + 61 non-matches) " ' o '
3. fotal Part A in 1980......00000e. 1,135 263,100 — 297,200
b, 1976 OCR TOtalseeessasesoassassas 7,034 -~ 368,300 . -

v 5. 1980 Participation Rate based on
1976 OCR reports (Line 3 as a N
"perce.nt Of _Line 4)............... ’ Rt - 71042 i . -

* Program File ‘student counts are included in cases where no match was
found in the OCR file. For example, of the 20,600 shown gn Line 2 of -

the OCR column, the 61 non—matches account for 2,000 Indian students.'

' 7z

_SOURCE : Special tabulation of the combined (matched) l976 OCR and Part A
* Program E&}es.

- - ¢
«h

A comparison of the first line of this table with Table 3-1 will
show that 859 of the 1,062 LEAs participating in 1976 were also participating

in 1980. Thus, bgggg?traction; 203 LEAs with 1976 OCRﬂlndian counts of ‘u .

16,100 had left the program by 19890, while, as the table aBoue shows on

Line 2, 276 new LEAs with-20,600 1976 OCR Indian students came into the

b o - ' ' ¢
program. This difference produces a slight reduction in ‘the unserved ) : ‘ L

total and raises the participation rate marginally to 71.4° percent.

LR
Our next estimate for 1980 is much more ambitious, since it attempts : N&

e, to account for the entire school-age Indian population, but it is also "l
crider. As the structure of Table 3-3 indicates, the problem of estimating
Indian children in Part A LEAs can be approached logicalLy as involving a

series of subtractions Erom the total nupber of school-age Indian thildren.

FQ; ‘% ‘ & l . . . 35 4() ‘ / | ‘ .al. 5
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The dangeé in using this approach is that :Elors may  acéumulate, pérticularlf
when we-are fﬁrced to rely on different sources for estimates of the
separate components which make ﬁp the total unserved group. Perhqps the
best wéy to express our misgivingé about the estimates we are about to-
present is to say that they.ggz_represent only a picture conStfucted with
numbers. We have done our best to uéilize the best information availablg
in estimating each of the componenté, but we hav; also had to infrpduce .
some rather arbitrary "adjustments” in order to make the piéces of the
picture fit together. With these cautions in mind, we tuﬁn'to an -
examination of a set\of national estimates dgsigned to account fof all
the relevént categories of unserved Indian‘children..

Our estimate of unserved children in 1976 (Table 3-1)'w#s about
110,000. Here (Table 3-3, bottom line) we eétimate 156,500. The main
difference i1s that the latter figure'includes school-agé Indian children
not enrolled in school plus. those enrolled in private schools. Comparing
the participation rates calculated for the two years, we estimated that
about‘70 percent of Indiaﬁs in public schools were attending Part A
sghools in 1976, and Table 3-3 estimates 79.4 percent. The baée of the
calculation for 1980 includes about 7 or 8 thous;nd enrollments in tribal
schools operated under contract withcihe Bureau of Indian Affairs, and

~
eligible for participation in Part A, but even after adjusting for this
difference, we believe a real increase in overall'participaéion rates
would#remain for the period 1976 to 1980. Note thaf on Line C.Z.l we
havé also shown what an 86 percent rate of actual service within Part A
districts would mean, as applied to our estimates. This was the rate

estimated by the 1980 special survey of Part A districts conducted 1in

support of the previous study.
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TABLE 3-3. Estimates of Served and Unserved Indian Children of School-Age
for the United States and Five State Groups: 1980

All Estimates 1in Thousands
Group 1 Group 2 Group 3 Group 4 Group 5

Components of Indians Total AZ,MT,NM 7 Major CA,MI,NY, 26 Other 9 & DC~—-
Eskimo & Aleut (5-17) U.S. and SD States - and TX Part A No Part A
1. Total (1980 sample) 429.8 11.8 136.2 92,7 78.3 ‘ 10.8
1.1 Not enrolled........ 42.4 14.9 12.2 6.8 7.3 l.2
- 1.2 Enrolled (K‘lZ)..... 38704 9609 12400 8509 ‘ 71.0 906
¢ .
1.2.1 Private, not on 4 ‘
Ly ) resewation....... 17.0 2.7 4.5 » 5.1‘ 3.8 1.9 '
1.2.2 "Private" but on ‘
reSel‘VatiOn_...o... 1007 805 08 ol 103 —
1.2.3 ,Pllblic.............. 359.7 85.7 118.7 80.7 65.9 . 8.7
A, Public + "private" on .
resewation.......... 370.4 94.2 119.5 80.8‘ 67.2 8.7
B' In BIA \SChOOlS.o..o.... 2602 17.3 4.2 04 4.3 -——
C. Potential Part Aeceeceses 344.2 76.9 115.3 80.4 62.9 ''8.7
. | N
‘Colo Non_Part A LEAS...... 70.9 209 1609 17.1 25.3 ’ 807
C.2. Balance (Part A)e.... 273.3  74.0 98.4  63.3 37.6 -—
C0201 Part A & Served..... 23500
C.2.2 Part A & not served. 38.3
Indians in Part A LEAs as !
a pgrcent of potential 2 ) . : :
Par A (Line C).....O...... 79.42 96. z 85.3'/0 78.72 59.82 0.02
Total unserved (of age- : -
. group) excluding C.2.2.... 156.5 37.8 -37.8 29.4 40.7 10.8
: (Y
SOURCES:
Lines 1 through 1.2.3: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample  returns.
had v

Line B: Bureau of Indian Affairs Summary of Fall 1978 Enrollments in BIA-
operated Boarding and Day Schools. Enrollments have been reduced by
one-third. (See page 39 for discussion of this adjustment.)

Line C.1: 1976 OCR Indian enrollments in non~Part A LEAs (as of 1980), reduced
‘ by the ratio of 1980 OCR Indian enrollments to 1976 Indian enrollments
within each State group and then summed across to obtain the U.S.
total. (See Table 9 in Appendix D for State-specific comparisons of
the 1976 and 1980 OCR figures.)

Lines C.2.1 and C.2.2: These figures (U.S. total only) are .86 and .14 of
Line C.2. These proportions were estimated in the 1981 Indian
Definition Report, based on locally reported estimates for a
national sample of Part A districts surveyed in May of 1980. {f
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Careful study of the treatment of thé.pumbers in Table 3-3, as well : ‘
as the notes éﬁpplied atathe bottom of the table, will ;atse a gqod many
questions in the minds of thoughtful readers. .Hopefully,‘;ge next section
will answer éome of those questions. If still other questions remain

unanswered in the reader's mind, then that is a good reason for regafding

the estimates just presented as suspect or in need of correction.

i
-

C. Problems in Estimating Served and Unserved Children

/“ .
Following the logical sequence depicted f¥n Table 3-3, the principal

estimation problems are briefly identified and discdssed below:

t

Age-bounds on the school population

Analyzing school enrollments for children ages 5-17 probably makes
.more sense than ény other equally convenient approach, but it ié logically
defective, particularly when age 'is reckoned as of /April 1 (the decennial
Census reference date) rather than October 1. In tﬁe fall, most S-yéar-
olds are enrolled in kindergarten, but in the spring, many have yet to
start school. This partially invalidates inferences about school dropouts
based on proportions of children ages 5-17 not enrolle& in school. A'
further problem occurs when enrollments in kindergarten through grade 12
are reported without any age restriction (as in the OCR survey) and then . :
treated as a subtraction ffom all cﬁildrén 5-17, since substantial'ﬁhmggsitj;//(
of 18 and 19 year-olds are enrolled in high schooi. This is particﬁlarly‘

trge of educationally disadvantaged groups who may progress more'ziﬁwly.

Reports of enrollment in “"regular” and "private” schools

Since the Census depends on self-enumeration, the meaning of enrollment . |

reports is critically dependent on the household respondent 's interpretation .

> 7




of these terms.2 While not éeqerally a problem at elementary and secondary
school levels for most of the population, soﬁé Indian parents find |
themselves confronted with unusual problems. Is a tribally—codtrolléd
school, operated under a contract with the Bureau of Indian Affairs, a
"regular” sthool within the meaning of the'Cénsus question on school
enrollment, and if so, is it public or private? And what about the
boarding and day schools staffed and operated directly by the Bureau

of Indian Affairs?

Table 3-3 exhibits the only clue we have to how enrollments in speciai
(butu"reguiar“ in the sense of the Census question dealing with.enrollment;
schools are reported in the Census data. Our guess 1is that the private
enrollments are overstated, and we have therefore included "private” . |

enrollments of children living on reservations as belonging to ‘the public

sector.

Enrollments in BIA schools | -
( : 4
As noted,  we have arbitrarily reduced the figures reported for these

schools in the fall of 1978 by one-third. Theré are three reasons for.doing

~this, First, these schools generally experience substantial mid-year

attrition, so tﬁat sbome students could broperly be counted as enrii‘fd
in the fall, but aiso be counted as among those not enrolled by the folléwing '

April. Second, enrollments may have declined since”1978. 'Finally, there

may be some tendency on the part of BIA school administrators to exaggeraﬁe

their enrollments—perhaps merely by including in theilr reports students

Y

who only stayed a week or two before leaving.3

< Analysis of the 1970 Census data shows, for example, that enrollments in
“private” colleges were substantidlly overstated, while reported enroll-
ments in pub%?% colleges were correspondingly too low. In this case,
the problem may be that some respondents equate "public” with free
(L.e., no tuition charges).
3 Unadjusted BIA enrollment figures can be found in Table 8 of Appendix D. .
¥
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Decline in Indian enrolliments reported to OCR

This subject will be examined in'Section C of the next chapter. Here
it only needs to be noted that our estimate QﬁgIndian enrollments in non-
Part A LEAs treats that decline as real,rand this has the effect of
lowering oﬁr estimate of tofal unserved children. The net reduction in
the United States total (Line C.l1l of Table 3-3) amounts to 34,300. Thig
is probably excessive, but has the merit of'permittihg us to describe our
estimate of Indian race children in Part A districts as generous. This,
in turn, str¢ngthens our conclusion that actual Part A Indian._gtudent

counts are pubstantially greater than race-based estimates of the same

group. import of this conclusion is discussed in the next chapter.

e
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CHAPTER IV: ESTIMATES OF POTENTIAL ELIGIBLES UNDER ALTERNATIVE DEFINITIONS

In this chap;er we.will examine four p§ssib1e waysvof defining eligible
Indian children. Thg first two are based on the 1980 Ce@sus data, and
therefore represent estimates based on Lhe uqverified reports of household
respondents. Essentially these first two sets -of estimates can be thought.
of as corresponding to a definition Whiqh gives offici#l stahding tou
a parent's repreéentgkion that the child is "of the Indian race,” affiliated
or "identified” with a specific tribe, or breéominanily of “Indién‘ancestry.“

The third type of estimate is based on logal school district reports
to the Office for Civil Rights on the racial and éthnic composition_of their
students, including the category "American Indian, Eskimo, and Aleﬁt.“
Whilelit is unlikely that anyone would want to given officia1 sanction to
totally unsupported representatibns of local school districts, those
representations aTe nevertheless important to take into account. ft is
virtually axiomatic that the Indian student who goes dnrecognized and
uncounted by school administratofs isxunlikely to benefit from locally
provided educational sefvices for Indians.

The last set of estimates speaks directly to one of the mandated
questipns:.What would be the effect c;f modifying the statutory definition
of Indian taiexclude children presently eligiblé/égder'the secpnd—degree—

descendant clause?

A. Racial and Tribal Self-Identification
Table 4-1 presents three.progressively smaller Census-based estimates
of Indian (“race“) children ages 5-17 in public schools: total, those

for whom tribe was reported (6r living on a reservation), and that

portion of the total estimated to be enrolled in LEAs actually participating -

_ o
746
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in‘the Part A pfogfam in.1980.

—m =

.

|

These are arrayed alongside the actual

number of Indian students counted for participation in Part A for the {

same year,

TABLE 4-1. Alternative Census—-Based Estimates of Indian Race and
Tribally Identified Children Enrolled in Public School

in 1980

E stimates in Th o-u s é nds

1980 Census Indian Race Children,
Ages 5-17 in Public School

State Group

Total Less
Those Off Portion of
Total - Reservations Total in
Sample Not Reporting 1980 Part A
Estimate Tribe LEAs

Actual 1980
Part A

"Stydent

Counts

4

Group 1: Over 587 on
reservations--Arizona,
Montana, New Mexico,
and South DaKota.....

Group 2: Not in group
1 or 3--Alaska,
Minnesota, North
Carolina, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Washington,
and Wisconsinseseosoo

Group 3: Over 607% in
urban areas——Cali-
fornia, Michigan,
New York, and Texas..

Group 4: Twenty-six
smaller States with
Part A grants in
1980scesesessccsssocs

Group. 5: No Part A--—
nine States——Delaware,
Georgia, Hawail,
Kentucky, Mississippi,

New Hampshire, Pennsyl-

vania, Tennessee, and
West Virginia--and
District of Columbia

“85.7 81.4 74.0

118.7 103.3 98.4
80,7 63.8 63.3

8.7 " 5.8 ’ ' _0_ !

74.8

153.5

61.2

8.8

-0~

TOTAL, UNITED STATES

359.7 308.1 773.3

328.3

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returus, Table 3-3
‘ . (Line C.2), and Part A Program File.
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The principal finding which stands out in this table is that racial self-

'identification procedures used in th%‘l980 Censug ylielded fewer Indian

- children than counted for participaéion in Part A (after subtractions for
children outside the Part A univepse). In the case of GrOupVZ, the Part A
count exceeds the Census estimate for the total public school universe

by 29 percent. This 1s almost wholly a result of Oklahoma'é contribution

to Group 2, since the Part A count exceeds the Census estimate of publié

school Inaian enrollmentsiby 30,600. ' o - ')

Once agakg; we have a table for which éaqtious interpregation needs
to be urged. Specifically, thése estimates shpuld ﬁot be viewed as
{ndicating what would happen 1f parental identification of the child's
race was adopted as the basis for eligibility under Part A. . Almost‘
certainly, a relaxation of "the present certificgtion r;quirements w0u1d.
bring new districts-(or ones participating prior to 1980) into the prpngm,
thusjinvalid;ting the comparison between Pért A counts and the Census= |
based estimates for the LEAs participating in 198D. |

An equally important qualification is that answers to Census-style
questiOns will vary as a_fuhction of the context in which they afe‘
presented. As noted and discussed in Appendix C, this 1s even true of
the 1980 Census “race” question, as presented on thé\tgéprtfform" (which ﬂ .
produced a complete-count estimate of Indian chi%é{gﬂ) or the long-form
on which our sample es;imates are based,

For thése reasons, we prefer to offer a carefully qualified conclusion:

on the evidence»of Table 4-1, we suspect that 1f parents were asked to
make a one-time designatioﬁ to the school of thelr child's race, the

v
number of Indian children in Part A LEAsS would be lower. In the next

—~ -
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section, however, we will see evidence from the 1980 Census which suggesté

that such designationé might conceilvably yielq larger numbers.

- »

B. Inclusion of Indian Ancestry Children o !

In addition to the 1980. Census “race" question (see éage 3 of Appendix C)‘
the sample questionnalre asked, "What is this pérsoh‘s ances;ry?“ and
- Census coders recorded up to two write-in answers to the question. a_In
this section, we examine estimates of_school—age chil&ren reported to be
ﬁ% 'of_sdme race other than American.Indian, Eskimo, or Aleut for whom only
Indian ancestry_ﬁas indicated. Table 4-2 examines the distribution of such
children as poténtial additions to “"Indian" totals for the public school *

universe.

TABLE 4-2. Indian Race and Only-Indian-Ancestry Children»~
Enrolled in Public School: 1980

Indian Only Indian Ratio of
State Groups . Race Ancestry Ancestry
(000s) (000s) to Race _ -
Group 1. Arizona, Montana, -
New Mexico, and South Dakota... 85.7 " 3.6 04
Group 2. Seven other large :
Indian StateSooooooooooooiooooo 118.7 21.9 .18
Group 3. California, Michigan,
New York, and TexaS.ecececoscoce - 80.7 35.9 Jah
« . Group 4. Twenty-six smaller
' States with Part A grantS.cee.. 65.6 69.3 1.06
.
Group 5. Nine States and the
District of Columbia with no _
Part Agrants...;............... 8.7 28.5 3.;7
e :
"TOTAL, UNITED STATES.ccecccsses 359.7 159.2 YA
: o -
»

SOURCE: Special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns.
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Among the three.groups éémprising the 15 largesE Indian States, the.
striking fact is ﬁﬁat Indian ancestry (but not race) 1s proportionally
lowest in the Indian reservation States, amounting to just 4 éerqgnt of
the Indian race childrén, and highest in tﬁe urban-Indian States., Finally,
-in the 9 Staﬁes and the District of Columbia where there is no Part A
participaﬁion (Group 5), Indian ancestry children afe’three times more
numerous than those reported to’beiof‘the Indian race.’

\\\}These data are further analjzed in Appendix C, and displayed qu individual
States’ie.Table 10 of Appendix D. Here, they serve to demonstrate that .
sategories of "Indian" identification are highly expandibkeqvpa;ticulérly

{n States where Indian groups rarely constitute recognLZed segments of |

the ‘1ocal community.1

c. OCR Reports of Indian Enrollments

Data on trends in OCR estimates‘dfvlndian enrollments for indiyidual
States are presented in Table 9 of Appendix D. Here we will limit '
.ourselves to maﬁched éomparisons of‘the OCR enrollments and Part A student
counts for 1976, and then conclude with an examination of natiénai trénds

relative to Census-based estimates for the same points in time.

Matched Comparisons with Part A

Table 4-3 focuses on 1,022 Part A LEAs (1976) for which matches were
obtaine& %ﬁ the OCR file for the same year. Once again, we see'a familiar .
pattern for the four S;ate groups involved in this coﬁpariSOn: Part A
student counts’%xceed‘the OCR Indian- race reports by the greatest proportionm

{n the four major urban—-Indian States.

1 children of mixed ancestry-which includes Indian ancestry are even more
numerous. Our Census tabulations indicate a total of slightly over one
"~ million such children in.the public school universe.




TABLE 4-3. Comparison of 1976 OCR and Part A Indian Student Reports
for Four Groups of States and the United States’

' Total Indian Total Indian

. Students Re- Students Re- Ratio of -
State Groups* ported to OCR ported for Part A
’ in 1976%% Part A Grants** to OCR
Group l. Arizona, Montana,
New Mexico, and South Dakota... 59,200 62,800 - 1.061
Group 2. Seven other large
TIndiaa States.........ii:iﬁ,... 113 %00 130,900 1.172
Group 3. California, Michigan,
New York’ and Texas. ........’.... 47 ’809 60’600 1.268
Group 4. Twenty-six smaller
States with Part A grantsS..cee. 29,300 30,100 1.027
TOTAL, UNITED STATES..e.eeeess. 248,000 28£TZBO : 1.147

- %  For explanation of these groups, see Table 2-4.

*%* Matched LEAs only. Enrollments in 40 unmatched Part A districts are
omitted. 7 ‘
Referring back to Table 4-1, it is _also noteworthy that the 1976 OCR
figure for Group 2 (111,700) exceeds our 1980 Census-based estimate of
) o
Indian race enrollments in Part A LEAs for this group (98,400). As our

, : &
next analysis will demonstrate, the 1976 OCR totals are too large to be

* reconciled with the 1980 sampls estimates of the total Indian school-age

and publie school groups. : .

Thanges in OCR estimates of Indian enrollments, 1976-1980

Figure i"doss three things: it exhibits the assumption of straight—
line growth in the size of the school-age Indian population between 1970

and 1980, it plots the 1976, 1978, and 1980 OCR estimates, and it offers

a zgraphic compartson of these estimates with the Census data.
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Figure 1

Comparison of OCR Estimates of Indian Enrollments *
in Public School, 1976 to 1980, with T970 and 1980
' . Census Estimates and Straight-Line Interpolations

400,000 © 390,500
Total Indiansj 5-17 -~ (368

(from 1980 Sample’)'?t -_—

359,700

© (326,200)

/-
——
-

300,000 - —— — |
' "Total Indians, 5-17, in public school”

-

-~ (1980 sample) _ |-

. | Shaded Area=1970 to 1980 . , . A
200,000 ‘:"complete-count figures for 1 .
American Indians, ages 5-17 '
(excluding Eskimos & Aleuts) .

N\ N . . .

N
C B

\. | N l ‘.K\‘.\ . ) \\\\‘
1970 _ 1976 1978 1980

.

100,000

SQURCE: Table 1 of Appendix C (1970 to 1980 bcomplete-count),
Table 9 of Appendix D (1976, 1978, and 1980 OCR), and
Table 10 of Appendix D (1980 sample estimates).
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Figure 1 shows (in.the shaded area) how the American Indian-popdlation

would have grown between l9§3'and 1980 if it hadggrown uniformly. As

discussed in Appendix-C, the 1970 and 1980 data points have been adJusted
for compa;ability (Eskimos and Aleuts are excluded from the 1980 figure .
and the 1970 figure has been adjusted for age-specific estimates of Indian
undercounts);’but the 1980 figure'inclﬁges-substantia} numbers of ehildren
who were alive at thevtime/of the 1970 @ensds andﬂggp reporﬁed to be of

the Indian race. ‘Whatever the.factors'are that contribute to changes'in
raeial identification, there 1s no reason to believe thaﬁ'they opefated
uniformly over the decade of the seventies. Thus, the assumption of
uniform‘growth is entirely artificial and subject to correctiod'in the light

of other information.

=

The zaly other information we have on Fﬁis peint.c0mes from the OCR:
surveys in\i%ZEf 1978, and 1980. Not only do these observations indicate
a decline‘in tﬁeﬁaﬁmber of Indians enrolled in public school, but the
1976 figure (368,300) exceeds the 1980 estimate of public school Indians by
8,6Q0. By 1980, however, the OCR figure has dropped to a level of 33, 500
below the Cénsus estimate—for that year.

-

In comparing' the OCR and Census figures, it is important to remember
that the OCR reports are primarily an expression of the racial ﬁerceptions'

+

and %%nsitivities of the school officials who make these reports, rather

than of the parents of the students, as is the case with°the Census. One. -

‘would wish for a mid-decade comparison, but the only possible candidate--

the 1976 Survey of Income and Education--is unsatisfactory.2 On the

L

2 Although adequate for estimating‘broportions of school-age children
in poverty (its chief purpose), this survey used a much simpler racey
question (White/Black/Other), the questions were administered by
intervieyers, and the cluster-sample design may have resulted in-
substantial underrepresentation of Indlan groups. Using Indian "origin”
in conjunction with "Other" race, our tabulations of these data yleld
estimates of only 174,800 such children, ages 5-17. ° :
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scant evidence available to us here, we suspect that factors contributing
to Indian identification peaked in the mid?seventiesg This amounts-to '’
' ~ -

_ | . ) _
the speculation that {f the 1980 Census question had beet administered in

1975 or 1976, a hig

estimate’ would have been obtained than the oneiwe”@\f

“have ‘for

If correct, this sgéculation has important iﬂplications for our study, S

because it means that estimates of eligible children will rise and fall

in response to factors totéllj independent of the definition adopted or | .0
. - S

the questions used to implement that definition.
L 3

D. Impact of Egdluding Children Recorded as Second-Degree Descendants'

. u £

Here. we dr\w on data-eollected in the Spring of 1982, based on an
examination of Indian studentgcertification forms (the “506" forms) on: .
‘file in a national sample of Part A districts. Limitations of‘these |
data are~discussed in the final section of Cnapter'II (page 28), and a
description of the methods used in compiling the data will be found in
Appendi)r B.M 7 B

A -

“Our first examinationnof these data showed that nearly 18 percent of

.

. . F Y . - .
the estimated 297,700 Part A students in the sample universe were Indian

only by virtue of second-degree descenEtJ We saw further that proportions
v o

i of second-degree chlldren ranged from a low of 1.4 percent in the four
major States with high proportions of children on resetvations to a high
of 43.3 percent for the four vurban” States (Table 2-9, page 31). Ideally,
in evaluating the impact of specific changes in eligibility for a fotmula

program Such(as Part A, one would prefer to have estimates for individual

States. Unfortunately the sample is not large enouah to permit this, o

4
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Wthat we can do, however, is to subdivide Group 2 (représented by 52 sample
LEAs) into Oklahoma (25 LEAs), and the remaining 6 Statés in Group 2 |
(27 LEAs). Doing this reveals dramatic differences within the originai
group of 7 Staﬁes, as evidenced by the estimatés of {gpaét in Table 4-4,

TABLE 4-4. lDistribution of Total Documentgd Part A Eligibles, With ‘
and Without Second-Degree Descendants: Spring, 1982

" , Proportion of Documented Eligibles
With Second v Ratio of
Areas Degree Without Second Share
Children - Degree Children Without to

(Total=297,700)  (Total=244,800) Share With

1. Arizona, Montana, New Mexico, . ‘ »
and South Dakota (Group l) .186 .223 1.20

2. Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) 155 .075 » .48

3. Alaska, Minnesota, North
Carolina, Oregon, Washington, .
and Wisconsin (balance of" ‘ o
Group 2) ' 446 .528 1.18

4, California, Michigan, New :
York, and Texas .129 .088 .68
5. All Other Part A States “ »
(Group 4) .084 .086 1.02
-TOTAL........................ B 1.000 1.000 1.00

-

| SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms (see Appendix B).

a !
On the assumption that eligibility was redefined to exclude second-
degree Indians presently counted for Part A, and further assuming constant
funding levels, the States comprising Group 1 would experience a 20, ‘

X " .
percent increase in Part A allocations, while Oklahoma's share would
{

decline by 52 percent. The four "urban” States, as a group, would lose
~ ( /\
- ?

5]
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32 pgrcent,'and the 26 smaller Part A¥States would realize a modest 2

pa

pe;Jént increase. Note that within Group 2, in contrast' to Oklahoma's
N : N

loss of more than half its present share, ‘the remaining 6 States would

realize (again, as a gfoug) an 18 percent increase.

WHen the 116 LEAs in this sample are classified by the type of area they

serve, we find they are about evenly divided among those serving children

“who live on—or-near reservations (43), children in non-reservation rural

areas (35), and children living in urban places or metropolitan areas (38).
Comparing these three groups wifh respect to proportions of second-degree
children, we find significant differences in the expected direction, with
ohly=3.7 percent df current eligibles qualifying under the Second—degree
clauSe in LEAS near reservations, and 43.2 percent Second—degree in the
urban LEAs. When the four State Groups and Oklahoma are further divided
into these three types of LEAs, some interesting differenc appear.

TABLE 4-5. Proportions of Second-Degree Child;eﬁ Among All Docﬁmented

Part A Eligibles in LEAs Classified by State Areas and Type
of local Area Served: Spring, 1982

Area Reservation. Other Rural Urban/Metro

1. Arizona, Montaha, New Mexico, .012 .000 .036
and South Dakota (Group 1) (N=19) (N=1) (N=3) .014
2. Oklahoma (Part of Group 2) - «543 .693 +603
(N=18) (N=7)
3. Alaska, Minnesota, North - ‘ .
Carolina, Oregon, Washington, .062 .012 .089 .026
and Wisconsin'(balance of (N=14) (N=5) (N=8)
Group 2)
4, California, Michigan, New .045 .508 - «529 2433
York, and Texas ‘ (N=4) (N=6) (N=14)
5. All Other Part A States .107 .196 < L219 166
(Group 4) (N=6) (N=5) (N=6)
ALL AREAS REPRESENTED _ ' .037 145 .432 .178

AJ

SOURCE: Special Study of 506 Forms .(See ApBendix B).
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For all fivg State areas, urbaan/metropolitan areas exhibit higher
proportions of second-aegreé eligibles, but comparing'the ascual propoE;ions
within the urban/metropolitan column on the right of Table 4-5, there

| . A
‘are impressive differences. Oki;homa, represented by.7 sample LEAs in
this column, has a valuerf'69 percent second-degree children, while the
remaining six States in this "midéle" group collectively have a value of

just under 9 percent. Within the "urban” States represented on Line 4,

the 14 sample LEAs serving children in urban or metropolitan areas would

- 4
Pra— c

collectively lose 53 pertent of their current eligibles 1f second-degree
descendants were eliminated from the statutory definition. By almost any
standard, these data show that local impacts on Part A projects would

.

sometimes be severe.
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CHAPTER V: SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

As noted in Chapter I, the first step leading to the passage of the
Indian Education Act was the creation of a subcommittee charged with
stqdying all aspects of Indian education.- The Part A program owes its
existence in large measure to the work this committee did in documenting
the unmet educational needs of Indian children. Thus, it is appropriate
that our summary of a report dealing with eligibility for service under
this program should commence with a brief review of the evidence bearing
on educatidnal needs.

A. Relative Differences in Educational Needs

Oﬁr examination of differences related to educational néeds has been
limited to just three characteristics, but they all poiﬁt to the same
conclusion: the educationél needs of Indian children are greateét in
S%?tes whgre large proportions of Indians are still living on reservations.
In the major "urban” Statés, Indian children continue to exhibit educational
disadvantagement, relative to local and national norms, but this
disadvantagement is much less severe. |

—_—
Poverty
ot
In 1970, poverty rates for the Indian population (all ages) were
nearly three times higher in the four major States with large numbers on

reservations, compared with the major urban States. Poverty differentials

i
in the latter States (Indian versus non-Indian rates) were generally

close to two-td—one, indicating substantial relative disadvantages for

Indian children, but in the major "reservation” States, tﬁese differehtials

approach four-to-one.

The relationship between poverty and educational disadvantagement is

well known: poor children score lower on most measures of achievement, are

53
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more likely to fall behind their age;peer in school, and are more likely
to drop out before comple;ing high school. In recognition of these
relationships, éoverty statistics a;e the principal basis for allgcating
Federal assistance to local school districts for com}ensatory educatibn
programs under Chapter 1 of the Educétioh Consolidation and Improvement

Act (formerly Title I, ESEA). In this connection, it is_reassuring to -

know that about 71 percent of the LEAs applying for Part A grants in “F

1980 reported participation in the Title I program.

School dropout rates

Although far from perfect, proportiéns of children ages 5—17‘not
enrolled in school are highly correlated with more direct measures of
school dropout rates. In Féirfax County, Virginia and Montgomery Cog?ty,
Maryland, for example, puﬁlic and ;rivate school enrollments (K-12)
account for about 99 percent of the total age—ggﬁﬁb 5-17, which is what
one would expect for these highly affluent areas in suburban Washington.

Once again, the féﬁz major urban States exhibit the lowest figure on
this measure of disadvantagement, with 7.3 percent of their school-age
Indian children not enrolled in school, and once ag;?h thet"reservation"
States have nearly twice this proportion‘(13.3 percent). Statistics of
this type for particular areas jre highiy stable from year to year, and
this means that many Indian children now available to be served in our
schools are on their way to becoming a dropout statistic in some future

-

year.

Use of an Indian language in the home .

Our special tabulations of the 1980 Census sample returns (which

unfortunately did not include current measures of boverty) indicate that
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about 103,000 Indian children in public schools are from homes where an
Indian ianguage is regularly spoken. This amounts to about 29 percent
ofuthe 360,000 Iﬁdian children in the public school univgrse.
Language—usage may'be viewed as one measure of cultural assimilation.
On this view, we should not be surprised tp find that the proportion of
¢hildren in Indian-language homes is lowest in the major urban States
(7.3Tpercent), and highest in the four States where most of the children
are living on réservations (71.3 percent). R
The 14.4 percent figure for Group 5 (see Line C.2 in thé righthand
coMmn of Table 5-1) is mostly au;eflection of the factvth;t use of an
Indian language aé'reporfed for all the one thousani’%hbctaw reservation

children in Mississippi.

B. Review of Differences Among State Groups

The last table to be presented sums up our major findings for the
five State groups comprising the nation.' In looking for patterns in the
data on Pa;t A participation, we examined a number of variayles which
might serve as a basis for grouping States with similar characteristics,
We settled on four: the size of the school-age Indian population (major
States were defined as‘those with at least 8,500), the proportion of
ch%}dren living on reservations (the four States in Group 1 were highest
am;ng the 15 major'States), the proportion of childrén living in urban,
non-reservation areas (Group 3 represents the four highest major States),

and Part A participation of one or more LEAs in the State.




TABLE 5-1. Comparisons of Five State Groups, Defined by Size of School-Age
Indian Population, Percent Urban, Percent on Reservations, and .
Participation in the Part A Progranm

Fifteen Largest Indian States

: 4 High % 7 Inter— & High % 26 Other Remaining
State Groups Reserv,:AZ, mediate Urban:CA  Part A States &
' MT,NM,SD States¥* MI,NY,TX States D.C. **

o A, Defining Characteristics

1. Size of Indian popula-
tion, ages 5-17 (1980 :
sample).sssecscessssscees 111,800 136,200 92,700 78,300 10,800
2. Percent of school-age '
Indian children in
urban non-reservation

areas.................... 18.72 40.8% 76.2% 56.6% Sl.oz
3. Percent on reservations.. 67.5% 11.47% 5.6% -16.8% 9.3%
4, Children counted for
Part A grants-—percent ,
Of national totalooooooo. 22.8% 46.8% 1806% 11.8% -O_
& B. Total Indian Populatjfon
1. Percent of total
population (all races)... 6.2% © 1.8% 0.5% 0.3% 0.1%
2. Percent in poverty,1970
Highest State ratee.ssss 60.47‘ 43.5% 22.9% NA NA
Lowest State rat€.seess 45,1% 26.6% 2L.2% NA NA
C. School-Age Indians, 1980
1. Percent not enrolled..... 13.3% 9,0% 7.3% 9.37% 11.1%
2. Percent in homes where ] ' :
Indian language 1s used.. 71.3% . 20.0% 7.2% 16.6% 14,47
D. Differences in Estimates F
. 2
-1, Ratio of sample estimate . ‘ : ~
to complete-count for m
. Indidns, 5_17, (1980).... 1.01 1002 1014 1.09 1.19
2., Ratio of only Indian ' ‘ :
ancestry to Indian race.. 04 .18 SNV 1.06 3.17
: 3. Ratio of Part A to OCR :
reports in 1976**%,,...... 1.06 1.17 1.27 1.03 -
E. Proportion of Second-Degree
Children of all 1982 Part A , )
Documented Students..ooooooo ' 0014 0175 0433 .166 -
SOURCE: See textstables and appendices. {

* Alaska, Minnesota, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, Washington, and Wisconsin.
*% Delaware, Georgia, Hawali, Kentucky, Mississippi, New Hamp#hire, Pennsylvania,

Tennessee, and West Virginia.
*%% Matched LEA's only.
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Along the way in our analysis, we have accumulated'a good many
observations about these five groups of States, and as Table 5-1 indicates,
there is a pattern to the pattefns. Looking just at tﬁe contrasts between
Groups 1 and 3 (i.e., the contrasts within the 15 major Indian States),

3

we find that alternative measures, estimates, andidefinitioﬁs 6f‘school—
‘age Indianfchi;dren (and specificaily, of eligible children in Part A
districts) are most st;ble and consistent for Group 1; yhere the educationél
disadvantagement of Indian children is greatest, and least stable or 0
congistent in the major urban States which exhibit less éevere levels of
disadvantagement. in this light, the findings presénted in Chapter II
c;ncerning growth in Part A participation between 1976 and 1980 (see

-

Table 2-6 on page 25) are reassuring, because.the States wizh the most
stable Indian counts agg/the’greatest educational needs registered the
greatest gains, while slight declines in:participation occurred in the
major urban States; Similarly, our estimates of Part A participation rates
(Table 3-3 on page 37) indicate that up to 96 percent of all eligible
chrildren are beiné served in Group 1, in contfast to an upper—limi;

estimate of 79 percent for the urban States comprising Group 3.

C. Problems of Access Unrelated to the Statutory Definition

There are at least three categofies of Indian children who effectively
do not have access to educational services provided by Part A of the
Indian Education Act: . those not enrolled-in_public schools, those enrolled

in such small numbers as to render local projects impractical, and

those in LEAs that elect not to participate)in the program. The relative
|

size of these three groups sets significaht 1limits on Part A participation,
independent of any possible changes in the statutory definition of eligible

children.
-
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Tndian children not enrolled in public school ' .

Tab1e>3-3, based‘on the 19}6 sample Census estimates (page 37‘2hove) L
indicates that as mﬁny as 70,000 Indién children may be outside the public
school universe.l More than a fﬁird of these children are in the four
Statesvwith large proportions on re;e;vations--42 percent ﬁSfe than would

be expectéd i{f such children*were uniformly distfibuted in proportion to

the size of the total scheol-age population.

-Children too dispersed in public scheools to be served .

The 1976 OCR data indicate that about 13,300 public schoel Indian
,enrollménts occur in districts wheéé Indian students amount to fewer than 10.
As of 1980, according to the Part_A Program File, only 7 such children
were being sefved. Looking at the 20,100Indians enrolled'in small»schooi
districts (those with total, all races, enrollments of uﬁder 300), we saw
in Chapter 11 (page 27) that Part A co?erage is fully comparable to that
achiqved.for Indian students in all larger districts. 'Nevértheless, the
admihistrationrcosts assoclated with Part A participgtion impose real
limiFs on the actual levels of service that can be provided in small LEAs

or LEAs serving small numbers of Indian children.

”

. »
Other children in LEAs electing not to participate in Part A

Our OCR-based estimates of public school qu}an children not served in

1976~-the yemr. for which estimates of this type are most trustworthy--

3

1 Our caution‘in describing this estimate stems from concerns about
reporting of Indian enrollments in the Census. For a discussion of
this, see pages 38-39 above.

2 The thcoming evaluation study of the impact -of the Part A v
services being conducted for the Department by Development Assoclates,
Incorporated may shed some light on thse limitations, even among LEAs
qualifying for inclusion inm the study--at least 30 Indian students,
and at least three continuous years of participation. R
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show a total of 109,700 (Table 3-1 on page 33). When this figure is

rgﬁucéd by the numbers of Indian childfen in small LEAs or amounting

to fewer than ten in the LEA, we are left'with something close to 80,000
. in LEAs that might conceivably participate bﬁt have elected not to‘do'so.

Clearly, this is the most important of the three groups of children who

are denied access to Part’A sgrviées._

Time has not permitted a full analysis of/;aifgrs contributing to
non-participation of LEAs with significané Indian_enrollments.3 As our
analysis in Chaé:er I1 demonstrates, there hasvbeen a good deal‘of turnover
among the Part A LEAs from year to yéar (Tables'2-2 and 2-4 on pages '15
and 19). Reasons for this are a matter éf specglat}on, but based on an
examination of the size of annual grants to LEAs, we suspect that economic
consideratiohs are importanti In 1980, 21.6 percent of the Part A
‘grants to local projects amounted to less than $10,000, and another 46.3
percent were in the range, $10,000 to under $40,000. A speciél program
with regular recordkeeping, reporting, and evaluation requireﬁénts\&as
certain unavoildable édminiétrativg costs associated with it, before .

*

anything is spent on the. actual pfgvision of service. If staffing and

§ : .
administrative costs are not to exceed 50 percent of the grant amount,
we suspect that a total grant of more than $40,000 may be needed, and as
we have just'seen,'more than two—thirdé of the LEA gran;s were below

this figure in 1980. In terms of educational impacts, a lack of sustained

gervice over a period of years, or services amdunting'annually to only

! (

3 .The special survey conducted by the/érevious study (described in
Appendix A) solicited information on this point directly of a limited
sample of non-participating LEAs represented in the Part A Program
File, but we are unable to assess the responses obtained since the
inquiries were by telephone, and no systematic reggfds were kept.
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$20 or $30 per child (af ter deducting administrativé “overhead” costs),
may be nearly the é?divalent of no service at all.
D. The Relation of Definitions to Indian Counts

[3

When answers are observed to vary widely, it'is.tempting'to belleve

that either the witness is being careless with the ;ruth or the duEStiOn éa%
was not asked with sufficlent éfecisiOn. Lawyers aré not alone in
believing this. Survey statis;icians, when confrontede{th hard-to-credit
numbers, generally complain about cargless respondents and set ab;ut
refining thelr questions for the néxt study. Indeed, the analogy gén be 'L
carried a step further, because experienced lawyers and st&tiécicians

have both learned.ﬁhat gxcessively élaboraﬁeqquestions (generally the
price one pays for precision) merely confuse the witneés (or respondent)
and produce a further loss of quality in the answers‘obtained.

In regard to Indian statistics, our evidence indicates that in the
four major States with high proportions of Indians on reservationé it
\ch{cely matters Pow the question is-put——the answers are almost uniformly
the same. In other parﬁs of the country, however, the numbers vary
drématically-*no; only in response to what question is asked, but when
the question is asked and the contexé in théh it is presenﬁed.A

In 1978, in lieu of changing tﬁe staéutory definition of Indian,
Congress elected to modify and extend the information required on the 506
Indian student certificatibn forms, while mandating this report at the

same time. The 506 forms represent a rather determined effort to

"operationalize,” or impart added precision to, the basic question of

4 In this latter connection, see our analysis of differences between the
complete—count and sample estimates of Indians in the 1980 Census data
(Appendix C).
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eligibility for services providedvunder the Indian Education Act.
Unfdrtunately, there 1s some reéson to believe that,.except in tﬁe hands
of experienced éxperts, the 506‘forqiproduces confusion: its'légic is by
no means self-evident, and lacking familiarity with the statutory
definition, itlis not easy 'to decide how to fill out the form efficiently
qg? in conformity to the instructions.s Qur special study of the 506
forms was not designed to pick up évidencev f consPs;pn, anqlit is
reasonable to assume tha;'}ocal prbject dirdctors have‘screened out some
of the confusion by asking parénts to make corrections. Névertheless,
there is evidence of confusion in the data we obtaiﬁed, with about 5 percent-
of the forms proViding.redundent or contradictory responSes.6
Wevsee no solutibn to the problem‘of how to impart(stability and

.uniform meaning to the numbers of students ldcally,gounted for pafticipation
in thé Part A program. As members of various Indian communities have
- pointed out repeatediy; the term Indian has no singular meaning.7 Indeed,

for years, it'was the official policy of the Federal government to promote

the assimilation of Indian groups and thus dilute or erode the social
* -

the special survey conducted by the previous study (see Appendix A).
Thus, with some chagrin, we mu flote that  the logically defective
question used in that survey escaped the notice of reviewers. We
are also unable to find any evidence that this defective question

- produced any complaints from respondents in the 320 Part A LEAs
to whom the questionnalire was mailed.

5 1t was a faillure to conform to chi logic that invalidated

6 Many Eskimo and Aleut forms indicate first= and second-degree descent,
and for some children shown to be members of tribes in their own
right, first- and second~degree descent was also indicated. We are
unable to estimate confusion on the point of priorities as between
Alaska native, Federal recognition, and State recognition because
our method of recording the forms imposed those priorities.

7 One reflection of the diversity of_ Indian communities is the fact that
coders at the Bureau of the Census recognize more than 500 Indian

tribes and 187 Indian languages.
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. meaning pf tﬁ;fferm. Iﬁ the decade of the-Seventies, howevgr, the Federal

governmeﬁtngokba number of steps calculated to héighten‘or'validate'

racial and ethnic self-awareness, and our evidence shows there were substantial

shifts in the population toward Indian’identification during this periqd.8
Whatever the doubts concerning Indian statistics, Fhe purposes. of thev

Indian Education Act cqptinﬁe to be vélid ones, énd there 1s ample evidence

of continued need. Responsibie managers will always want a éystem of

logical accounfé for any progi?m they administer, but there are real

costs assoclated with any accounting system, and those costs.should nevér

. 4
be permitted to overwhelm the basic purposes of the program.

C . N

8 Analysis presented in Appendix C indicates that 66,000 of the school-
age Indian children enumerated in the 1980 Census were reported in
a different race category in 1970.
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ANALYSTIS OF DEFECTS IV THE ESTIMATES CONTAINED IN THE 1981

APPENDIX A:
REPORT ON THE DEFINITION OF INDIAN

.

. (\\ . - o . . R
1. The Special Survey of Part A and Non-Part;A School Digtricts ;

In May of 1980 the.previous study conducted a»snecial mail and telephone
survey of a'éample of 424 school districts_drawn from a’"universe" of ‘
about 3,200 districts w1€% one‘or more Indian stu‘denta.r1 The studydrelied
on this survey for answers to three'key questions: » | |

o How many children would lose eligibility 1if the statutory definition
. was changed to exclude second-degree descendants? (Answer: 7,700,
! or less than 2 percent of all current eligibles.--See Table 9 on
page 22 of the 1981 report.) : v o RS
o How many eligible Indian children were enrolled in LEAs not receiving
Part A grants in 1980? (Answer: Close‘to 80, 000 as indicated in
Table 16 on page 31)

" ‘o How many of the Indian children enrolled in LEAs with Part A grants
were actua}Iy being served? (Answer: 282,430 or about 86 percent
of the 328,400 reported enrollments, from Table 14 on page 30)

Defective survey instrument

ine survey was initiated through a mail questionnaire which asked f/’
just three questions. Question 1 requested identification of the LEA "' .
raspondent. Question 3 asked for estimated.numbers'of Indian children
being serzed.under(?itle IV of the Indian Education Act and the percentage . P

of those same children served under the.Johnson 0'Malley Act. Question 2
A a ‘v y
is reproduced in its entirety below:

~ o

1 See in this connection Table A-1 on page 5l of the 1981 reportz




<
| < :
- 2. Please give below the number of Indian children on the
\‘ rell of the schools in your school dlstrict as of

Qctober 1, 1979, or the nearest date thereto when a fall
membership count was taken. .

({Number)
-~ (a) of this number:
™
(1) What percentage of these children are
members of federally recognized tribes? , %

{2) What percantage of these children are
members of non-federally recognized
. tribes? ‘ . __%

(3) What perééntage of these children do
not fall under elther of the above
categorles? %

TOTAL..,... 100 ./.

(b) Of this number, in your judgment:

(1) what percentage of these children
are considered Indians orly by virtue
of theis natural parents (ancestors,
e first degree)? : %

(2)'WhaE percentage of these children
are considered Indian only by wuirtue
of their natural grandparents (ancestor,

/ 2nd degree)? %

(3) What percentage of these children are
considered Indian for neither of the
\ - above. reasons (for example, adoptions,
foster children, children in
institutions, etc.)?

o8

~—

TOTALcueaesse 100 &

-

A critical defect is contained in Question 2(b), which refers to the

total numbec of Iadian children in the district and requires the percentages

to add up to 100. To address the study mandate, the question of

o 69 /
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descendency should apply only to the children represented in category
three of Question 2(a)--those children that are neither members of federally .—
recognized tribes nor members of non-f%gg;afly recognized Eribes. This
concept is ekpréssed in the phfase, "only by virtue of,” but is contradicted
by the requirement that the percentages add to 100. Based on the few
returned questionnaires we have been able to examine, it appears that

-~
most respondents ignored the restrictive language Jof the question and
feported percentages which ‘accounted fbr‘all of theif Indian students.
0ddly enough, this interpretation is reflected in the ofiginal report's
estimates of sampling erro;s (Appendix A); where the estimated nuwmber of

‘

second-degree Indian children in the United States is shown to be

about 110,000 (plus or minus 5,800), as opposed to the 7,700 figure

gtven in the body of the report (Table 9, page 22).

i

\;\//#VA Incomplete universe of school districts with Indian enrollments

The second major flaw of the s;ecial survey ls that the universe of
school districts from which the survey s#mple was drawn was»inadequa&kly
identified.’ Subseqﬁent iavestigation revealed that the universe was \
defined as those districts represented iﬁ the Office of Indian EducatloQ:s
Part A Program File. With only minor’E§?gptions, all districts receiving
Part‘A grants over the period 1976 to 1980 are accuratelg represented in this
file, but the file is seriously incqyplete in 1ts representatiod-of non-

Part A districts with Indian enrollments. Using the Office for Civil

Rights 1976 census of public elementary and secondary SChgol districts,

‘we have identified over 3,500 LEAs, with Indian enrollments totaling 34,500,

which are not thcluded in the Part A Program file, and therefore could

not have been selected for participation in the special survey.

ws
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2. Comparisons with Independent Estimates

The prior study included tye-independent estimates of the number of
Indian children for comparison with the estimates on the Office of Indian
Education 8 Part A Program file--the }978 Office for Civil Rights estimate -
of Indian children enrolled in public schools, and projections of school-age

‘> Indian children from 1970 to 1980. ;ﬁhe latter estimates were based on .

.

the 1970 census counts, information about births, and certain assumptions

-

about shifts in racial identification contributing to greater numbers of

a

~self-reported Indians.

basic questions:

These comparisons were designed to address two

:..) ) .

(o}

The validity question:

Are estimates based on the Program

file (and the survey which used this file as its sampling
frame) reasonably comsistent with other indepeadent estimates?

o The trend question: Have there been significant changes (
over time in the proportion of yindependently estimated
school-age Indian children claimed by districts participating
in the Part A Program?

The validity question was ‘examined from two standpoints. Fifst, estimates
of Indian children in public school districts_reprébented in fﬂ; Program

fike as of 1980 were compared with the 1978 Office for Civil Rights

survey estimates of the same population.

2 .
the two-year interval separating the two estimates, the OCR figure was

Allowing for increases over

: »
However, as the Program file also

judged to be about 5 percent lower.
includes the 1978 claims for Part A districts as well as the 1978 enrollments
of other districts not participating in the ptogram, it was not necessary

td speculate about changes over_the two-year interval.. Before making
this comparfson, however, the 1978 OCR estimate must be adjusted upward

to allow for Indian students in districts with total enrollments of less LI

~

than 300, and by one of those strangg coin¢tidences of statistics, this
. 4 . » . )

\ . A-4 ‘ | ~
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adjustment amounts’%o about 5 percént.* Table A-1 incorporates these adjustments
in the 1978 OCR estimates, and exhibits logically comparable estimates
based on d&stricts represented in the- Part A program file for 1978.

TABLE A-1: Comparison of Adjusted 1978 OCR and Part A Program File
i Estimates for 1978 of Districts with One or More Indian °*

Students
Source of Estimate and Size 'Number of Total Indian
of Indian Enrollments Districts Enrollments

1978 OCR, Adjusted*

1_9 Indian Students. e e 000000000000 00000 4’264 ' 13’700~
1m Indian Students e 00 00 00000000 O0TD0 BSOS OSS 2.’ 830 . 334’400
TOTAL. o0 0 000 .’. e 00 000 00 00 7 ’094 ’ 348" 100

~

1978 Part A Program File

1-9 Indian StudentS.eseecccoscsoossons 583 2,800
10-’- Indian Students e 000 000G OO0 Q000 OO 2 ’573 - 392 ’300
‘ lT6TAL.o.pooooooooooo_ooo. 3,156**- - 395’10b

* Based on a comparison with the 1976 OCR survey for districts with
’ total enrollments of less than 300, the number of districts shown
‘for 1978 has been increased by 881 (of which 580 fall in thercategory
of 1-9 Indians) and total Indian enrollments have been igfreased by
18,700 (of which 1,700 fall in the.1-9 Indians fategory).

*% The total number of districts represented in the Program File for
the period, 1976-1980, is 3,641, but 485 of these are shown as
having no Indian enrollments as of 1978. -

SOURCE: Specialetabulations of the Part A Program File, the 1978 OCR
file, and the 1976 OCR file.

* The 1978 OCR survey sampled 6,056 of the estimated 12,000 disé%icts
with eanrnllments if 300 or more. Using data from the 1976 OCR survey

(when all 16,000 public school districts were canvassed) it is possible
to estimate the number of small districts with one or wmore Indian
students and thelr total Indian enrollments.




The principal conclusions which emerge from an exahination of Table A-1
are first, that the Program File is not adequately’Sgpr;;entative of the
uniqerse of public school districts with Indiin enrollments, and second
that substantial discrepancies must exist between the numbers of Indian
students contained in the Program File for individual diétrtcts and what
those districts reported to the Office for Civil Rights. Since the
Program.File contains all of the Part A districts, the net effect of ‘
these disbrepancies is to substantially understate the number of:non;
participating districts ;nd also to ﬁnderestimate thelr Indian enrollments.
Tﬁe only way todfbtain cOnclusi;e evidence on this last polnt is to attempt
to match individual school districts represented in the two files. Using
the 1976 OCR file (the most recent survey covering all public schooi
districts), our an#lysis shows that about 32,500 Indian enrollments were ' | |
reportéd to the Office- for Civil Rights in 1976 by .districts not represented
in the Program File through 1980. A complete desdfiption of this analysis
+ 1s presented 1in Chapter III. ” ' s
The second validation comparison was made against the projection for
1980 of 495,600 school-age Indian children as determined from 1970 Census
counts and other assumptions. The analysis ih.Chapter 4 of the previous
report demonstrates that after subtracting from this number, children
not edrolled in public §Chools fnd those enrolled in non-participating
districts, the remainder coincides perfectly with Ehe aggregate claims of
Part A districts in 1980--namely, 328,400. Unfortunately, there were two
critical errors in this analysis: the number of Indian children in public

s ’ L
school districts not participating in the Part A programs was underestimated

by about 30,000, artd the number of school-age In’ian children was




overestimated by about 90,000. Thus, when corrections are made for these
two errors, 1t becomes impossible to balance the accounts and validate
the claims of Part A districts.

3. Summary of Findings Concerfing the Previous Report

Due to inflated projections of school-age children, the omission of a

large .number of districts with significant Indian enrollments from the

Program Filé on which the previous study rélied, and a defective questionnaire,

major conclusions set forth in the 1981 report could not be sustained.

These conclusions involved the validity of enrollment claims for® the .

Part A program, participation ttends in recent yeargz¥numbers of Indian
children in eligible but non-participating school districts, and estimates

of the impact of excluding children who are Indian by virtue of second
. /

degree descent. Since these matters were judged to be central to the

<

purposes of the study, the Deparfment eclined to endorse the report's

estimates and undertook the further work which has resulted in this

*

report.
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APPENDIX B: DESCRELPTION OF THE SPECIAL STUDY OF THE L’;pé FORMS
' (SPRING, 1982) [

Overview

This Appendix provides a description of the procedures used by Development
Associates' field staff to collect Indian Certitication (5G6) form information
from a representative sample of 116 progjects during the Title IV, Part A Impact
Evaluation. The information was collected during the Spring of 1982 (April, May
and Jdune), dur1ng site visits which also collected data for the Impact f
Evaluation. Information was gathered from 33,940 Ind1d“$fﬁﬁ€nt Certification
forms in the 116 LEAs with T}tle IV, Part A progects. In some progects ‘XN
information was copied from all available forms, while in other prOJects R

‘\V

information was copied from a random sanple of the forms, baseo on centra1Ty4}

developed guidelines.

Specific Procedures Used

A number of quality control procedures were used to ensure that (1) the proper
nunber of 506 forms weré/;ccuraxely selected and (2) information was properly
recorded without distortion or omissions.

1. Staff
Experienced, well trained Native American data collectors were used as field
staff. The staff were assigned to the same projects which they had visitea
during the Impact Evaluation study's Fall data collection visit. Only the

most qualified field staff were retained for Spring data collection purposes.

Thus, these staff were familiar with thé Tocal context, and with file data

sources at these sites.
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2.

Field staff worhed in teams of two, with one person designated as téam
Ieadef. The team leaders were responsitle for locating the relevant set of
506’fo}ms from site sources, applyinyg the sampling strategy, and quality
control EL the recorded information in the field.

Training

A1l field staff were formally trained in group sessions, using a variety of
training techniques. The need to perform this work accurately was stressec.
Also, all terms were also explained; all questions were resolved; and

Y

~contingencies were discussed. Durinthraining, field staff used and retained

a comprehensive field data collection manual which contained explicit
instructions, samples of blank forms and examples of how to ‘record information
from the 506 forms onto the data collection recording sheets. '

. Selection of Forms

Each member of the field staff was provided during training with a spread
sheet indiéating the total number of 506 forms expected per site and the
sampling fract{ion to be used in determining fhe actual nuniber of 5C6 forms
fror which data vere to be recorded. A supplementary sheet entitled "506 Forn
Samp]ihg Procedures " was provided the staff for use in determining the
particular 506 forms for review. These instructions explained how to select
forms using the sampling fraction for each project found on the spread sheet.
It indicated, for example, that to apply a sampling fraction of .67, field
staff were to é%]]ect data from two of every three forms, and that this was to
be done by skipping the first form out of every group of three, and using the
other two.

¢

Field staff were explicitly told that the sampling fraction was to be‘applied
tc the total nunter of forms actually found at the site, and that the expected
nuriber of 506 forms (which came from the projett funding application) was

provided only as a guide.

7’6
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4. Recording of Information ~~ _ ' .

Information on descendency and from "item B" of the 506 forms were recorded.
Field staff used a machine=processable, specially-designed data recording form
with pre-printed labels on columns. This form closely resembled actual 506 -
forms with respect to the two types of information to be recorded. The
project nanie was written on each data recording sheet used, as well as the
page number where there were continuation payes. Each line of the data
recording form was used in seguence without skfpped lines being present.—As
many continuation sheets were used as needed to record the fu]] nurber of
stué;nts selected.

Staff were instructed first to record information for the item dealing with
descendance (i.e., whether the tribal member is a child, natural parent or
natural grandparent). Checkmarks were used for recording purposes fer this
item. If two or more boxes were checked on the actual 506 form, then field
staff were 1nstructed to record whatever was marked, and not make any decision
on which answer to select. (Central office coders later manually reviewed
each page from each site, and based on discussion and guidance from study
directors, assigned a unique code to each combination of checkmarks fduna in
this item, so that actual responses wére retained.)-

Field staff then used checkmarks to record "item B" information. Again, they
were instructed to record whatever was found on the actual form, even if both
"Column 1" and "Column 2" " were checked. HMultiple check marks in either of
the two "Columns" also were recorded when they appeared. Ve

Following data co]]éﬁtion, quality reviews were done by trained coders and
editors at the central off1ce before the: data recording férms were sent tc the
© keypunching facility which was given explicit anu 100% indepenuent
verification/ata’entry instructions. Codes to Le keystroked were pre- pr1nteu )
on the form to minimize data entry errors, and were supplemented as needed.”

77 o

Q ' ‘ , DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIATES, INC.




“

» . ¢
' :

APPENDIX C: EVALUATION OF THE 1980 CENSUS DATA ON INDIANS
[

-

~ ¢
l. Increases Iin Indian Birth-Cohorts Between 1970 and 1980

Table C-1 breaks down the 1970 and 1980 census data for school-age (5
through 17) Indian race childrep.into a set of birth cohorts, specified

to facilitate iIntercensal comparisons, as well as interpolations for 1976.
/“" .
The structure of Table C-1 is. familiar to demographers, who 3re accustomed

~

to "aging” birth cohorts and watching them move up in the population

pyramids described by each of the decennial censuses. Thirty'or forty

A

years ago, 1t was even possible to estimate race-and-age-specific mortality

»

TABLE C-1: Estimates of Indian Children Cohorts from the 1970 and
1980 Census, with Interpolations for 1976 .

. Numbers in Thousands
1970 1976 Inter- 1980 1970-1980

Birth Cohorts Census* -polations Census** Increase
1. Born 1953 ta 1958..eeeecsss 11447 140.1 157.0 42,37
2. Born 1959 to 1962ccvecccces 91.2 109.8\ 122.2 31.0
3. Born 1963 to 1965.......... 69.3 87.6‘ 99.8 30.5
4" Bom 1966 to 1970...‘....... 114.3 135.6 N 149.8 35.5
5. Born 19710‘60000000000000.0 - 25.,5 .' 2802 =
6. Bom 1972 to 19750000000000 - 10200 11207 - .
Total Ages 5-17 in the years
indicated..................... 275.2 358.5 390.5 115.3

Born 1963 to 1970ceeeccceses 183.6 223.2 . 249.6 66.0

»

* 1970 Census estimates are adjusted forf Estimated Net Undercounts. See
in this connection Passel, Jeffrey S., ProvMional Evaluation of the
1970 Census Count of American Ipndians, in Demography, Volume 13,
Number 3, August 1976 ("Preferfed Estimate” in Table 1, p. 398).

*% 1980 Census figures are based on unpublished tabulations of the
complete Census returns for Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut children. The
estimates shown here have been reduced by 3.8 percent. (The 1980
sample estimate of Eskimo and Aleut children expressed as a percent
of the combined races figure for children ages 5-17.)
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rates by this method, based on progressive reductions in the total size -ﬂg\

of the.cohort. What is shown in Table C-1, howevéi, is 31 to 43 percent i

A

increases in the four birth cohorts for which a 1970 t01%980 combarison N&
. ¢
~ '{s possible. Confronted with data such as these, any- traditional demographer

would immediately suspect major problems of methodology or serious defects
in the logical accounts. In fact, both types of probléms are involved

in any direct oomparison of_the published figurei/for fﬁ70 and 1980;%but
' A

i

we have done our best to correct for them in our. table. ‘§pecificalf§,
the 1970 figures include corrections for an undgrenumeration.of'Indians
in the 1970 Census, and the 1980 figures have been adjusted to exclude
Eskimo and Aleut children for the sake of comparabilltylwith tne 1970
P Census, which included these two groups in the "Other races” category.
‘ What we are left with is a substantive problem. ﬁased on the 1980*
Cens;g, we would estimate (allowing for infant mortality) that a little
over 250,000 Indian childten were born between 1963 and 1970. Using the
1970 Census findings, however, we would believe the true number to be
less than 190,000. This particular group is of direct concern b@cause
they were living at the time of the 1970 Census, and in 1980, at ages 10-17,
were a major portion of the school-age population. Note that the increase
in size of this birth cohort accounts for more than half of the ten-year
increaoe‘in the numbgr of school-age Inéian children (66,0007out of
115,500). Are these 66,000 "new Indians,” 66,000 previously misclassified
Y*—1Indians, or some impossible-to—specify combination of the two? . For

further enlightenment, we turn to an examination of the Census questions

¥sked in 1970 and in 1980.




2. Changes in the Form and Meaning of the Race Questions

L 3

The most’ conspicuous difference between the two questions exhibited
below is the proliferation of categories between 1976 and 1980--from
9 to 15. Of equal importance is the facF\that the 1980 question omits
any reference to race. Strictly épeaking, there was no race question as

such in the 1980 Census.

Item 4 of 1970 Census Item 4 of 1980 Census
Questionnaire Questionnaire
“ )
4. COLOR OR RACE 4. IS THIS PERSON-—-
Fill one circle F1ll one circle.

If "Indian (American)” also glve tribe

If “Other,” also glve race. o White
' o Black or Negro
o White o Japanese
o Negro or Black _ o Chinese
o Indian (Amer.) o Filipino
Print Tribe: o Korean
o Japanese o Vietnamese
o Chinese o Indian (Amer.)
o Filipino Print Tribe:
o Hawaiian o Asian Indian
o Korean o Hawaiian
o Other: Print Race: o Guamanian
o Samoan
o Eskimo
o Aleut
o Other--Specify:

Changes in questions related to face are one expression of the changing
meaning of traditional raclal categories. Another is the evidence of
increases in the size of Indian birth cohorts between 1970 and 1980.

Still another is to be found in comparisons of sample estimates with

complete-count figures for school-age Indians in the 1980 Census.

v
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3. Differences Between Sample Estimates and Complete-Count Figures in 1980

P

Table C-2 shows that the "long-form” Census sample questionnalires appear
to have élicited'slightly diffefent responses to the (unlabelled) race question
than did the "short-form™ coé;leté—count qd;stionﬁéires. kInterpretations'
of the observed differences are éartly a matter of speculation, but it is -
almost certain that the differences are not due to norm3al sampling variabiiity.

On averége; the 1980 Census "long-form" sample covered 20 percent
of the poéulation (a minimum sampling rate of 15 percent, and §0 percent” .
in small jur;sdictions with an entitlement>under the General.R;Qenue Sﬁaring
Act). Nor;al sampling variability could be expected to produ;e small
deviations above and bélow the "true” or comﬁlete-coﬁnt figures.

TABLE C-2: Comparison of 1980 Sample and Complete Count Figures for

Indian, Eskimo, and Aleut Children, Ages 5-17 (see also
Appendix. table )

Numbers in Thousands

"Complete 20 Percent Sample Ratio of Col. 2
Count Totals Estimates , to Col. 1

Alask@eseeeensase 19.6 19.7 ' 1.01
Arizona.ceececececee 50.1 50.4 . 1.01
California...e... 50.3 : . 56.5 . , 1.12

Michigan.ceeeeeee 12.5 . 13.9- 1.11 "
Minnesotaeececeeecs 11.4 12.3 , 1.08
Wontana.........,’ 11.7 1119 = 1.02
New MexicCOeseeees 33.1 33.6 1.02
New YorKeecoseooos 9.8 11.2 1.14
- North Carolina... 18.5 . 18.9 ' 1.02
- Oklahomaeessesoes 48 .9 T49,2 1.01
Oregoneecececssess 7.8 8.6 1.10
South Dakota..... 15.3 *15.9 1.04
TeXaS esesscensces 8.9 . 11.1 1.25
Washington...e... 17.6 ’ 17.7 1.01
Wisconsineeeeeess 9.3 9.6 1.03
. Subtotal....... 324.8 340.7 1.05
All Others.ee.. 81.0 - 89.1 1.10
TOTAL, U.Sees.eo 405.8 429.8 ' 1.06

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, unpublished complete-count
tabulations and speclial tabulations of the sample data for the ,

Department of Education.
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Table C-2, however, indicates that the sample estimates are larger for
_all 15 of the major Part A States (overall, 5 percent higher for the

group) and that for the remaining 36 States and the District of Columbia
(represented here in the "Ail Otners" category), the aggregate excess.

[}

amounts to 10 percent of the complete-count fjgure.

4, Estimates of Children of Indian Ancestry But Not Race

Still‘another type of evidence 1s available to us from the 1980
Census. Item 14 of the sample questionnaire requested information on
each person's ancestry, ("What is this person's ancestry?") and up to
two responses were recorded. Thus, it is possible to examine the number
of’school-age children for whom American Indian ancestry was reported

(to the exglusion of any’other ancestry) but who were not reported to be

of the Indian race (including Eskimo and Alett). This permits us to

consider estimates of "Indian” children, yhere the definition is expasded\
to include Indian ancestry (with no other ancestry indicated) but not -
Indian race" (the quotes here are to remind us that Item 4 on the 1980
Census questionnaire was not expressly debignated as a question about race)
Table C-3 shows that inclusion of only—Indian-ancestry children

produces modest increases of'4.or 5 percent in States like Arizona and )
New Mexico, while more than doubling the Indian race cdunts for Texas ang
the other 35 States shown here as "%li Others.” For three Southern States
included in this group, the ratio of Indian—ancestry—not—race children to

-

Indian "race” children ranges from 3.7 .to 8.8.
g

A
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TABLE C-4: Sample Estimates of School-Age Indian Children'for 1989,
With and Without Only Indian Ancestry Children

- B "Numbers in Thousands .
’ " Other Races But Total of Ratio of
States “Rafe"=Indian, - Onl¥ Indian Col. 1 and  Col. 3 to
Eskimo or Aleut Ancestry Col. 2 . Col. 1
(1) (2) ' (3) (4)
Alask@eeseesoess 19,7 0.6 20,3 1.03
Arizona.eceseces 50.4 2.0 52.4 1.04
Californiaesesces 56.5 15.3 71.8 ’ 1.27
Michigan....eee.  13.9 3.7 ////’ 19.6 1.41
Minnesotaesecess 12.3 0.7 p 13.0 1.06
Montanasececeses 11.9 - 0.6, 12.5 1.05
New MexicOeseees 33.6 1.1 34.7 : 1.03
New Yorkeesoeeoss 11.2 5.9 17.1 - 1.53
North Carolina.. 18.9 6.4 . 25.3 1.34
. Oklahomaeesssess -~ 49.2 10.5 59.7 . 1.21
OregoNesecsccase 8.6 - 2.9 11.5 1.33
‘South Dakota.... 15.9 « 0.3 16.2 - 1.02
TeXaSsessesssses 11.1 14.9 . 26.0 2.34
Washingtoneseses 17.7 s 3.1 20.8 1.18
Wiscqnsine...... 9.6 #- 0.7 * 10.3 1.08
Subtotal.essss 340.7 70.7 411.4 '1 21 .
All Others.... 89.1 _ v 114.4 203.5 : 2.28
TOTALy UeSeess 429.8 185.1 , . '614.9 P ’ - 1.43
i

. 5+ Evaluation of These Observations

-

SOURCE : Special tabulation of the 1980 Census sample returns . (U S.
: Bureau of .tke Census). :

¥

The behavior of the 1980 Census statistics on Indian race and ancestry,

;and the differences in those statistics observed here'aggn% States, are

generally consistent with what might be called the social-psychological i
theory of race. Under this theory, the facts (and statistics) of race -

Qillhbe most stable--both socially and psychologically--where' there are
x ;

e

éstablished patterns of discrimination based on race, and where mempers of

LI O
‘

a-given raclial group are readily ideﬁfffiahle within thelir cpmmunitfbs.

+

The’i980 Census "race" question is an amalgam of discriminations beinfy

made (or urged) across a diverse range of "comhunitiés
. - e o
:E: ’ ° ~ - b
B
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cémmqnity in which all the choices it offers are meaningful. Standard ’ //
responses to progressively elaborated questions are simply not to be

. ‘
expected; as the race quéltion‘ehanges, so will the answers.

'differences we have observed, the theory fits

In regard to the Stat
- guite well: In States where higher proportions reported a specific tribal
 affiliacion (of tHSse checking American Indian on the "race” question)
the statistics are more'stable.' The same holds for States with larger
proportions of'Indiagffxé;d for States where ‘there are significant numbers
living on reservations. Using the 50 States and thg District of Columbia
“ as our units of analysis, thpee.vériables--perggn; total population
Indian, percent of all indians (race) reportingla tribe or living on a
- reservation, and éercent in homes/yhere an Indian language is spoken--are

significantly correlated with both of the variables which measure the

“expandibility” of Indian counts. This evidence is presented in Table'C-A.

g TABLE C-4. Correlations Between StateYLevel Attributes fﬂthé Indian
Population and Two Measures\ of the Expandibflity or
Instability of “Indian Counts.
- g )
N ‘; Ratio of Sample Ratio of
State-Level Attributes to' Complete-Count Ancestry Only
- ‘ on Race * to Race
\ . ) = ‘
l. Percent of total population in." ( .o
.the State, ages 5-17, of Indian r = =-,31% . r = -,29%
‘race” .
’ ) ‘ 9 L
2. Percent of Indian race (5-17)
with tribe reported or living on . T = = 42%% r = =, 72%%k’
q'reservation ‘ ‘
. I % . A\ . _
3. Percent of Indian ra e (5-17) in . . ' ‘ C /
homes where an Ind language . r = —.28% r = —=,38%%
‘ S is spoken , .
L o ! - - - ' < - -
SOURGE: Special tabulations of the-1980 '*  Pr..less than .05
* Census Sample and Complete-~Count ** Pr. less. than .01
data. o *%% Pr, less tham .001
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On thW, basis of this evidence, we conclude that the 1980 Census data on
Indians have a dual significance: they continue to tell us a great deal
. c .
about the real situation of Indians in different parts of the nation, but

at the same time they also tell us something about the changing meaning

of "Indian™ as a response to different qugstions presented in difﬁfrent

contexts and ih~d¢£€erent times. . ‘ 7
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4
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‘TAglE D-1: PART A/PARTICIPATION IN 1976 AND 1980

A

+---=TOTAL GRANTS---+ #---NUMBER OF LEAS--+ +---TDTAL INDIANS---+

1976
(11

1980
- [21

1976
€31

1980
[41

1976
(51

1980
[61l

T — T > > m S W D D D W WD T D M N TN N TN TN N T T N Ny S S N e T N N TR R e TN TN e T N M S S v o T T W W mr e o -

ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARYZONA
ARKRANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNEETICUT
DEL AWARE
DC
FLORIDA
GEORGIA
HAWATII

IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA  °
I0WA

KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISIANA .
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA -
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MONTANA
NEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEW HAMPSHIRE
NEW JERSETY
NEWM MEXICD

million in 1980, i
Column 2 for LEA gz

3,244,715
2,241,049
14,223
3,918,401
142,222
31,090

0

0
73,967
‘3,967

0
165,094

143,977

6,447
- 84,075
140,0%9

. 0
376,898

56,899
263,716
62,810
1,484,815
3,906
5,434
896,681
187,908
260,030

0

0
2,090,317

MEW YORK 1,089,503
NORTH CARJ.INA 1,082,041
NORTH DAKOTA 327,896
OHIO -69,419
OKLAHOMA 5,348,291
OREGON 476,921
PENNSYLVANIA 0
..RHODE ISLAND 0
" 'SOUTH CAROLINA . 0
SOUTH DAKOTA 772,238
TENNESSEE - -0
TEXAS 95,784
UTAH 300,969
VERMONT , 0
VIRGINIA - 27,923
WASHINGTON - 2,093,326
WEST VIRGINIA - 11,290
WISCONSIN ‘' 816,155
WYOMING 126,777
U. S. TOTAL
NOTE:
& avschools.

223,794
5,289,598
4,267,972

29,615
5,535,601
199,825
23,962

o .

0
60,991
0
‘0
219,893
96,045
8,294
97,406
167,708
0
356,481
52,914
252,316
. 132,387
2,909,409 -
1,669,008

0
5,167
1,655,014
222,711
398,706
0,

36,6646
3,106,057
1,111,935
1,731,891
+616,963
183,276
9,248,767
921,319

0

19,676
6,995
1,205,966
3 0

149, 344
520,006
25,445
22,923
2,819,209

0
1,052,555
266,300

31,110,353 46,922,070

Column 6 contains about 6,400 en 2 _
These schools received grants amounting to about $4.7
ion to the total shown at the bottom of

n ag
:»frﬁ:iﬁn 1980.
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34
0
5
15
1
2
74
-0
38
8

1,134

N «a
SH LU

1,313
17,195
24,200

206
36,258
* 1,361

241

0

1,093
294,956

2,133
17,992
33,200
329
37,243
1,806
151

4‘ o

0

510

0

0
2,026

62
7
66:
1,250

0
3,090
462
1,518
714
18,008
10,643
0

42
10,583
1,586
3,034
‘0

186
25,172
4,954
16, 140
4,905
1,437 .
79,501
5,509
0 v
122 *
70
10,595
0

1,214
4,954
193
194
17,897
0

6,556
1,635

328,407

N

rollinents in 32 tribally-controlled
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/7¢gie D-2: CHANGES IN PART A PARTICIPATION,19i;ﬁ12’ynﬁf .
+-NUMBER OF LEAS PARTICIPATING-+ +---CHANGES INDIAN COUNTS---+
: NET DIFF LOSSES GAINS
i '76 & '80 ONLY '76 ONLY '80 ALL LEAS ('76 ONLY) ('80 ONLY)
STATE [11 . [21 [3] [4] [5] (61 -
ALABAMA 4 1 2 784 110 648
ALASKA 61 5 ] 2,517 1,647 279
ARMZONA 38 2 22 6,957 545 7,775
LARKANSAS 1 0 0 123 0 0
CALIFCRNIA 120 39 , 35 2,212 3,922 5,548
COLCRADO 7 4 1 327 459 90
CCHYECTLAUT 2 3 0 -1 72 9
4 1 1 -161 95 62
GEORGIA 0 1 0 0 50 0
IDAHO 8 4 3 80 149 139
ILLINOIS 2 -0 0 -5644 0 0
INDIANA 2 - 0 0 2 0 0
IQUA 3 a4 2 0 * 0 228 : 0
KANSAS 6 1 0 ~74- 29 0
LOUISIANA 3 2 0 -668 1,309 0
MAINE . 4 6 0 -41 182 0
MARYLAND 6 1 0 ~465 205 0
. MASSACHUSETTS 3 4 . 1 218 134 125
MICHIGAN 82 39 25 -73 - 2,388 2,430
MIHNESOTA 51 10 5 -1,065 . 331 242
MISSISSIPPI 0 2. 0 24 . 60 0
MISSOURI 0 1 1 =51 57 - 42
[MONTANA 35 4 14 1,676 - 371 ¥2,861 .
NEBRASXA 8 4 2 -160 158 98
HEEVADA 10 1 1 .298 . 14 i 181
NEW JERSEY 0 0 1 186 0 186
CN=W MEXICO 17 3 6 1,785 106 2,933
N=W YORK 15~ 1T - - 0 -669 85 . 0
R NIRTH CAROLINA 19 1 4 2,454 142, 1,466
» NIRTH DAKOTA 4 13 1 9 906 175 998
OHIO 4 0 -0 732 : 0 0
OKLAHOMA 186 33 91 6,696 4,713 16\ 356
- OREGON 19 , 3 11 1,663 - 69 111
RHODE ISLAND 0 0 3 92 0 122
SOUTH CAROLIMNA 0 0 1 20 : 0 70
) . SCUTH DAKOTA 23 7 1 1,757 434 2,151
TEXAS 4 4 1 119 273 74
: UTAH ‘ 15 S0 . 0 o~ 1,322 0 0
~ > VERNONT 0 g 1 193 0 193
VIRGINIA 2 - 1 0 -59 79 . .. 0
WASHINGTON 61 8 13 -104 1,234 1,521
WEST VIRGINIA 0 1 0 =23 140 0
NISCONSIN ¢ 32" 3 6 -487 144 1,179
WYOMING 6 : 0 2 542 0 386
U. 5. TOTAL 859 203 276 29,050 20,109 49,046 )
‘ - ’ &

"v .
. . N . ©

NOTE: Gains shown in Column 6 include enrollments in trib'élly—corftrolled
schools (amounting to about 6540Q) not included in the 1976 student

“ counts. °
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TABLE D-3: MATCHED COMPARISON WITH 1976 OCR OF 1976 PART A LEAS
$om—— NUMBER OF MATCHED LEAS—---+ +-EXCESS OF PART A INDIANS OVER OCR+
TOTAL # OVER RATIO OF NET EXCESS AS Excsss IN LEAS
NUMBER '110% OF OCR 2 TO 1 EXCESS % OF OCR >110% OF OCR
STATE [ [21 [31 [4] (51 [61] ,
ALABAMA "5 4 0.300 755 135.3 332
ALASYA 42 6 0.143 -914 ~5.64 119
ARIZONA v . 40 7 0.175 1,828 ° -8.2 . 934
ARXANSAS 1 0 0.000 ' 12 6.2 0
CALIFORNIA 154 71 0.661 6,264 . 22.0 10,6400
COLORALO 11 5 0.455 - -109 -7.% . 90
CONHECTICUT 5 2 0.400 31 14.8 91~
_FLORIDA 5 3 0.600 168 28.2 . 174
GEORGIA 1 o 1.0600 14 38.9 14
IDAHO 12 5 0.417 200 . 10.7 Y226
ILLINOIS 2 0 ~-06.000 35 3.1 0
INDIANA 2 1 0.500 16 . 30.8 - 19
I0LIA 5 2 0.400 39 4.5 ° 62
KANSAS 7 2 0.286 52 4.0 95
LOUISIANA - 8 3 0.375 571 15.6 590
MAIME 5 3 0.600 20, 9.8 44
MARYLAND 7 -2 0.286 270 15. 1. 953
MASSACHUSETTS 7 4 0.571 . 129 30,1 114
MICHIGAN : 117 53 0.496 5,508 60.8 6,968
MINNESOTA 59 27 0.458 1,261 13.0 1,399
MISSISSIPPI .2 1 0.500 2. 3.4 . 5
MISSOURI 1 0 0.0600 -17 -23.0 9
FMOMTANA - 33 SRR 0.333 172 - 2.8 898
* MEBRASKA 11 5 0.455 210, 1325 203
NEVADA : 11 . 2 0.132 -266 -9.6 . 38
NEL! MEXICO 20 3 0.150 398 1.7 123
HEY YORX 16 e 7 0.438 1,102 26.0 1,299
NORTH CAROLINA 20 0 0.000 -509 -39 1 I
*NORTH DAKOTA 12 1 0.083 -963 =22.6 28 -
CHIO : 4 2 0.500 -183 -206.6 ° - 58
O¢LAHOMA 214 122 06.570 "7 * 16,569 346.8 18,694
OREGON : 21 3 . 0.143 ~740 N-16.3 ' 332
SCUTH DAKOTA. v 29 s 9 0.310 1,208 . 16.2 1,261
TEXAS % . 8 1 6.125 ~92 -7.4 30
UTAH T - 15 2 0.133" -319 -8.1 ) 41
VIRGINIA 3 1 0.333 16 5.9 ' A7 0
WASHINGTON . 65 30 "0.6462 2,007 14,0 2,340 S
WEST VIRGINIA - 1 t 1.000 95 211.4 95 -
WISCOHSIM 35 13 7.371 1,524 27.7 1,635 .
WYOMING 6, 1 0.167 9 0.8 25 ..
U. S..TOTAL 1,022. 621" 0.412 36,373 14.7 50,296
L] - . . ", %.
B "~_1

" NOTE: Negative figures in Columns 4 and 5 indicate that Part A student
counts were lower than Indian enrollments reports to the Office

for Civil -Rights,
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ALABAMA
-ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
© DELAMARE
D¢
~FLORINA
GEURGIA
HAMATLY
1AL

iLLnfors /o

LHDIANA
10%A
KNS AS
KENTUCKY
LCUISIANA
MAINE
. MARYLAMND :
- MASSACHUSETTS
- MICHIGAN
“MINNESQTA
MISSISSIPRI
MISSCURL -
MONTANA @
NEBRASKA
MEVADQA
NEW HAMPSHIRE

. NEM JERSE®

NEW HEXICO -
MEU YORK  ®
HORTH CAROLIHA
NORTH DAKQOTA
oHIOG « . -
OKLAHOMA
“OREGON .
PEHNSYLVANIA
RUDBE ISLAND

SpUTH CAROLIHA |

SOUTH DAXOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS,

- UTAWS
VETIIONT
VIRGINIA
UASHINGTON .
LEST VIRGIHIA
VIISCONS LIF

WY D

Y. .S, TOTAL

NOTE+¢

TXBLE D-4: VARIABLES USED IH.DEFIHING FIVE STATE GRCUPS

tommmm - IMDIANS AGE §-17---===z=+ #==-=-=———==-SUMIARY IHDICATORS-==----==-- +
TOTAL . PCT ON PCT . CoL. 1 coL.2 coL.3 PART A
NUIIMER - RESERV. URDBAHN >35007 »537? 26072 IN '80?
{1l 2] i%ﬂ . [} o [5] {6) - [71
2,201 0 7 -—- --- --- YES
19, 745" 1 29 YES --- --- . YES
50,377 76 20 YES YES --- YES
2,907 0 37 --- --- --- YES
56,520 5 81 YES -—- YES YES
;5,678 11 73 --- -—- YES YES
1,168 1 81 -—- -—- YES YES

314 0 27 -—-- --- --r -—-
137 9. 100 --- -—- CYES ---
4,763 4 71 -— --- YES YES
2,214 0 51 -—- --- --- -—-
505 0 81 --- - YES --=
3,322 41 30 -—- -=- i YES
4, 48% 0 334 -—— - #~ YES YES
2,167 0 .72 --- -—- YES YES
1,933 6. T 69 : -=- == YES YES
4,173 5 67 -—- -—- YES YES
887 0. 57 -—- --- --- ---
3,355 2 45 -—- -—- -—- YES
1,226 35 29 --- -=- -—- YES
2,198 0 84 -— -—- YES YES
2,585 I <. B2 - - - YES . YE5:
13,565 4 62 T YES ¢ Low YES YES |
12,302 .26 57 . YES 1 === -— YES
2,090 48 19 -—- C - -~ ---
3,067 0 . 56 -— T T e-x YES
11,945 62 2 . YES - YES -—- , YES
2,543 31 5D -—— - -—- YES
3,636 327 53 e - YES
256 0 34 --- Lo ---. ---
2,302 0 - 84 L =—- “== YES YES
33,606 53 TS YES . YES ---  YES
11,155 17. % .63 - YES = - YES YES
18,863 . _ 8. ° .- 20 YES - - YES
6,727 59 ¢ . 18 .» --- .. ¢ YE§ -—- YES
3.376 0 76 G S-- - YES: YES
49,242 3 “44 . YES D --- YES
8,638 13 58 . YES . R ——— YES
2,537 0 70 cm—— --- YES -—-.
876 0 86 T -— YES YES'
1,562 16 - 33 . --- -—- - YES
15,925 63 . 18 - YES - YES -—— YES
b, 356 0 60 | CoIe- --- -—- -—-
11,130 1 78 YES e YES YES
7.159 34 53 --- ——— - YES
273 0 14 Cee- .- --- YES
2,017 1 70 --r -—- YES YES
17,74 29 50 < YES - --= YE3
438 9, 2 -—- --- ---
9,6 317 - 45 ‘ -—- fea- YES
2,468 58 ° 25 - —.—— dem YES *
429,817 26 : ‘G ! |
. . F: LI _
Calculation of percent urban (Column 3)’ exeludes Indians. in urban .

places located on reservations. - With respegt to the sumwmary

indicators, the four States comprising Group 1 in, our -text tables

are defiﬁed"by eses 1n Columns: 4 and 6. -

ave those with "yes"” in Columns 4 and 5, while Group 3 States

« >

- D-4,
Lt

- 90 CBEST B
Lo T g

N,

©
{
3

_’X
i
te \




[
[

RACIAL,TRIBAL, AND LANGUAGE CHARACTERISTICS OF
" SCHOOL-AGE CHILDREN: 1980

~N--TOTAL-+ +AMERICAN INDIANS EXCLUDING ESKIMO® AND ALEUT*

TABLE D-5:

PROP REP PROP REP PROP REP
TRIBAL RESID.OM USE OF IND
NUMBER NUMBER : AFFIL.™ RESERV. LANGUAGE!
STATE (11 [21 ,// {31 (4] {51
ALABAMA 2,201 2,173 0.673 0.000 0.027
ALASKA 19,745 . 6,760 0.916 0.039 1.700%
ARIZONA 50,377 50,313 0.905 0.76¢% 0.793
ARKANSAS 2,907 2,901 0.837- . 0.000 0.072
CALIFORNIA 56,520 55,770 0.772 0.043 0.062
COLORADO 5,678 5,611 0.802 0.109 0.228
CONNECTICUT 1,168 1,162 0.788 0.010 0.049
DELAWARE 314 314 0.720 0.000 0.069
D C 137 124 0.571 0.000 0.000
FLORIDA 4,763 4,713 0.611 0.036 0.044
GEDRGIA 2,214 2,182 0.450 0.001 0.013
HALIAL 505 470 0. %R0 0.000 0.000
IDAHD 3,322 3,280 0.76 0.419 0.294
ILLINOIS %,48% 4,359 0.683 0.000 0.096
INDIANA 2,167 2,110 0.74648 ,0.000 0.026
I0WA 1,933 1,933 0.827 0.064 0.204
KANSAS 4,173 4,136 0.851 0.051 0.096
KENTUCKY 887 875 0.589 0«060 0.009
LOUISIANA 3,355 3,337 0.632 0.016 0.038
MAINE 1,226 1,226 0.911 0.351 0.355
MARYLAND 2,198 2,148 0.6644 0.00¢0 0.062
MASSACHUSETTS 2,585 2,541 0.803 0.000 0.066
MICHIGAN ' 13,865 13,820 0.876 0.038 0.069
MINNESOTA 12,302 12,216 0.842 0.262 0.159
MISSISSIPPI 2,090 2,059 0.688 0.46487 0.598
MISSOURI 3,067 3,062 0.801 0.000 0.061
MONTANA 11,945 11,919 0.850 0.625 0.314
NEBRASKA 2,943 2,930 0.847 ~0.315 0.276
NEVADA 3,636 3,593 0.848 0.328 & 0.28¢4
HEW HAMPSHIRE > 256 243 0.745 0.000 0.009
NEW JERSEY v+ 2,302 2,249 0.697 0.000 0.005
NEW MEXICO 33,604 33,572 0.901 0.585 0.869.
NEW YORK 11,155 11,059 0.722 0.167 0.133
NORTH CAROLINA 18,863 18,845 0.713 . 0.075 0.029
NORTH DAKOTA 6,727 6,701 0.895 " 0.587 0.264
OHIO ‘ 3,376 3,316 0.760 0.000 0.063
OKLAHOMA 49,262 49,209 0.897 0.027 0.194
OREGON 8,638 8,439 0.834% 0.130 -0.089 ;
PENNSYLVARIA 2,587 2,558 0.759 0.000 0.013
RHODE ISLAMD 876 < &76 0.861 0.000 0.0056
SOUTH CAROLINA 1;56!’ 1,546 - 0.653 0..159 0.025 -
SOUTH DAKOTA 15,925 15,917 0.913 0.627 0.461
TENNESSEE 1,346 1,361 0.%628 0.000 0.021
TEXAS 11,130 10,996 0.724% 0.015 0.08%
UTAH 7,159 7,168 0.829 ., 0.362 0.501
VERMONT . 273 257 0.827 0.000 0.031
VIRGIH 2,017 1,981 0.595 0.009 0.03%
WASHINGTON 17,741 17,070 0.862 0.304 0.088
WEST VIRGINIA - 439 429 0.482 ‘0.000 0.016
NISCONSIﬁ . 9,626 9,588 0.854 0.315 0.110
WYDOMING 2,486 2,452 0.767 0.586 . 0.328
U. S. TOTAL 429,817 413,614 0.827 0.267 0.298
Proportiops shown in Columns 3 and 5 are for children enrolled in public

.school only.

is spoken (used in calculating the Column 5 proportions) includes
Eskimos and Aleuts, but this produces an appreciable distortion only

in-tﬁé case of

.

ska, where an impossible value of 1.7 is*shown.

The number of children in homes where an Indian laﬁguage

The

correct proportion, excluding Eskimo and Aleut chilkdren, is .277, or
1,691 out of the 6,106 Indian children enrclled in public schools in

Alaska. .
D-5
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TABLE D-6: EDUCATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SCHOOL-AGE INDIAN POPULATION

« "ALABAMA
ALASKA
ARIZONA
ARKANSAS
CALIFORNIA
COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
B C
FLORIDA
GEORGIA -
HAWAII
IDAHO
ILLINOIS
INDIANA
I0KA
KANSAS

KENTUCKY ‘

LOUISIANA
MAINE
MARYLAND
MASSACHUSETTS
‘MICHIGAN-

NEW . MEXICO
NEW YORK .
NORTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
QHIO

OKLAHOMA -
OREGON
PENNSYLYANIA
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLINA
SOUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

, UTAH

VERMONT
VIRGINIA
WASHINGTON
WEST VIRGINIA
WISCOMSIN
WYOMIKG

U. S. TOTAL

(18

NUMBER ENROLLED IN K=-12------===+ +-—-=NOT
PRIVATE PRIVATE
PUBLIC ON RES. OTHER
[21 £3] (4]
1,850 0 181 )
17,760 0 o 351
39,118 4,635 505
2,483 -0 119
49,452 116 3,065
4,522 0 324
1,010 0 110
275 0 22
ST 0 6
4,010 t2 275
1,879 0 86
443 0 47
2,917 55 38.
3,631 0 471,
1,753 0 210
1,702 0 112
3,607 3 164
677 0 1
2,609 22 . 278
994 7% \ 35
1,898 0 146
2,238 0 163
12,237 Y 717
10,102 189 656
1,439 256 64
2,641 .0 99
10,036 . 331 329
2,459 77 95
3,012 16 352
218 0 18
1,789 0 318
26,717 2,000 1,413
9,373 31 899
16,581 138 268
5,601 174 2083
2,839 0 220
43,367 0 . 1,670
75380 29 312
2,147 0 . 240
720 0- 99 7
1,402 5 58 7
11,879 1,661 459 6
1,078 0 144 4
9,806 0 389 7
6,050 317 92 9
234 0 0 9
1,763 0 98 6
15,260 ¢ 102 512 7
394 0* 0 5
7,748 402 666 0
2,213 11 46 6
/359,722 10,483 17,.196 42,416

v

387,401

ENROLLED-=--+,
PROR, OF

ALL 8-17
(63

10928

NOTE:, Numbers of Indian children enrolled in private schools (the
difference between Columns 1 and 2 or the sum of Columns 3 and 4)
oM may be overstated in the 1980 Census reports. This is discussed
O in Chapter III, pages 38-39.
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- TABLE D~7: MEASURES OF CONCENTRATIONS OF INDIANS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS, 1976
+PROPORTION IN SCHOOLS NHE%E’!NDIANS ARE: +

. ALL TOTAL
DENTS . INDIAN LESS THAN 5 TO UNDER 20 PERCENT
T INDIAN . STUDENTS 5 PERCENT "’ 20 PERCENT OR MORE
STATE [1] [21 (31 . [4] [51
ALABAMA 0.1 1,039 0.436 0.56¢4 0.000
ALASKA 20.5 18,295 0.012 ‘ 0.277 0.712
ARIZONA 6.3 30,803 0.208 0.106 0.685
ARKANSAS 0.3 1,573 0.415 0.050 0.535
CALIFORNIA 1.0 41,293 0.717 0.261 0.042
COLORADO 0.6 - 3,163 0.740 0.140 0.120
CONNECTICUT 0.1 882 1.000 0.000 0.000
DELAWARE 0.1 145 1.000 0.000 0.000 -
D C 0.0 22 1.000 0.000 0.000
FLORIDA 0.1 1,995 0.949 0.051 0.000
GEORGIA ) 0.1 562 1.000 @.000 0.000
HAWAII L . 0.4 635 1.000 0.000 0.000
IDAHO %.6 3,091 0.6642 0.2664 0.114
ILLINOIS 0.2 4,171 0.626 0.012 0.363
INDIANA 0.1 1,357 0.719 ’ 0.281 0.000 .
10HA 0.3 1,892 0.567 0.117 0.316
KANSAS 0.6 2,950 0.814 0.137 0.049
KENTUCKY 0.5 3,553 0.051 0.000 0.949
LOUISIANA 0.5 4,103 ©0.612 0.388 0.000
MAINE 0.3 735 0.969 0.031 0.000
MARYLAND 0.2 1,924 1.000 0.000 0.000
MASSACHUSETTS 0.1 1,407 0.574 0.061 0.385
MICHIGAN 8.9 17,413 0.630 0.297 0.076
MINNESOTA 1.3 11,617 0.399 0.478 0.122
MISSISSIPPI 0.1 353 1.000 0.090 0.000 -
MISSOURI 0.2 2,197 0.736 0.0 0.193
. MONTANA 7.5 13,351 0.203 0.167 0.630
NEBRASKA 0.8 2,568 0.542 0.07¢4 0.385
NEVADA . 2.2 3,138 0.421 0.579 0.0n0
NEW HAMPSHIRE 0.1 - 162 1.000 0.000 0-.000
NEW JERSEY 0.1 1,736 - 0.418 0.000 0.532
NEW MEXICO 8.5 23,601 0.116 0.137 0.749
NEW YORK 0.3 10,535 . 0.416 0.099 0.485
NORTH CAROLINA 1.6 16,050 0.244% 0.155 0.601
NORTH DAKOTA 4.9 6,208 0.15¢% 0.107 0.738
OHIO ) 0.1 2,106 1.000 0.000 0.030
OKLAHOMA 11.1 65,257 0.127 0.318 0.555
OREGON 1.5 7,257 0.603 0.302 0.095
PEHNSYLVANIA 0.3 66540 0.177 0.000 0.823
RHODE ISLAND 0.1 247 1.000 0.000 0.000
. SOUTH CAROLINA 0.1 625 1.000 0.000 0.000
SOUTH DAXOTA 6.3 9,121 0.166 0.277 0.556
TENHESSEE 0.1 666 1.000 0.000 0.000
TEXAS 0.2 4,822 0.777 0.001 0.222
UTAH 1.5 4,648 0.606 0.108 0.285
VERMONT 0.4 ~ 387 N\ 0.152 0.008 0.860
VIRGINIA 8.1 1,126 0.859 0.141 0.000
WASHINGTON 2.5 19,056 0.563 0.29¢4 0.163
MEST VIRGINIA 0.1 224 1.000 0.000 0g000
WISCONSIN 1.1 10,318 0.477 . 0.226 0.298
LIYOMING 2.0 1,767 0.285 0.233 0.482
U. S. TOTAL 0.8 368,262 0.373 ) 0.217 0.410

NOTE: For a discussion of these data, see pages 23-24 and 32.

S
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TABLE D-8: SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS FOR INDIVIDUAL STATES
+BIA-0PERATED SCHOOLS+ +--506 FORMS SAMPLE-+

1970 INDIAN # OF PART A
POVERTY RATE TOTAL TRIBAL SCHLS LEAS IY LEAS IN
ALL AGES --% NUMBER ENROLLMTS IN 1931 UNIVERSE SAMPLE
STATE (1] (2] {31 (41 ‘(5] (61

ALABAMA v -
ALASKA 32 4
ARTZONA 60 . 4
ARKANSAS -
. CALIFORNIA 21

// COLORADO
CONNECTICUT
DELAWARE
D C
FLORIDA

¢ GEORGIA

HAVIAT ,
IDAHO ”
ILLINOIS
INDIANA '
T0WA
KANSAS
KENTUCKY
LOUISTANA
MAINE
{ARYL AND
MASSACHUSETTS
MICHIGAN
MINNESOTA
MISSISSIPPI
MISSOURI
MOMTANA
HEBRASKA
NEVADA
NEX HAMPSHIRE
NELl JERSEY
NEW MEXICO
NEW YORK
NGRTH CAROLINA
NORTH DAKOTA
OHIO .
OKL AHOMA
OREGOM
PENNSYLVANIA . .
RHODE ISLAND
SOUTH CAROLIMA
SQUTH DAKOTA
TENNESSEE
TEXAS

(CREA T
VERVONT
VIRGIHIA ’
: . WASHIHNGTON
' NEZST VIRGINIA
JIISCONSIN
WYCHING

3,393
13,217

588

[N ES I
w
o
-
WO OO -

>

f

~

(IR~ T T T O T O Y TR T Y TR O S B B B O |

fo3

A

«

S
S

NMQNQQQQQU‘QQQQQQ-.QQ_U‘IOONQJ\QQN—-QQQQQQQQQNQQAOGQQQQ_N—;Q

1,31

o [PEN) ’
R, N B X N T T T T A T T T A O IO A |

e
.
() .
L OOV OUNAINUVAUOUIN aNROONOO =075 -

—_

507

%

—
o —J\Cj\JQON_QJ\QQQMU'IQNUN&\—-Q.——-U‘IQQ&‘C@O.——.—Q—I-QQ—AAQO—-QQ—‘Q

8,438

w

.

LSHNn
oSNNS
38
o

1,335
3,387

1,266
273

|
S

217

w
-]
n

N
o~
N
w

[

w
o
-
O UMN aNUHODLDO 0O

4,339

i

N
w

1,218

N
(Yol
o

i

w
N
)
(#2]

w
IIIIIlblllol,lI-O‘I\J-lCOlI-III\JlIIIlIIIlllIII-.-llII-A

U. S. TOTAL 38 172 39,3577

w
—_
—
—_

859

SOURCES: , :
Col. 1: American Indians, Vol. 2, No. 1F, 1970 Census ofy Population.

Cols! 2 and 3: Statistics Concerning Indian Education, FY 1979. U.S.
Department of Interior, Bureau of Indian Affalrs, Office of Indian

Educatign Programs.
Col. 5 shows the .umber of LEAs with Part A funding in 1979-1981 and

at least 31 Indiansicounted for participation.
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NOTE:

. q TOTAL,
ALL LEAS
STATE (11
ALABAMA 1,039
ALASKA 18,295
ARIZONA 30,803
ARKANSAS 1,573
CALIFORNIA 41,293
COLORADO 3,163
CONNECTICUT 882
DELAWARE 145
D C o 22
FLORIDA 1,995
GECRGIA 562
HAWAII 635
IDAHO 3,091
ILLINOIS 4,171
INDIANA 1,357
I0HA s 1,892
KANSAS 2,950
KENTUCKY 3,553
LOUISIANA 4,103
MAINE 735
MARYLAND s 1,924
- MASSACHUSETTS 1,407
MICHIGAN- 17,413
MINNESOTA 11,417
MISSISSIPPI 353
MISSOURI 2,197
MONTANA 13,351
NEBRASKA 2,568
NEVADA 3,138
NEW HAMPSHIRE 162
NEW JERSEY 1,736
NEW MEXICO 23,601
NEW YORK 10,535
NORTH- CAROLINA 16,050
MORTH DAKOTA 6,208
OHIO . 2,104
OKLAHOMA 65,257
OREGON 7,257
PENNSYLVANIA 6,540
RHODE ISLAND 247
SOUTH CAROLINA 625
SOUTH DAKOTA 9,121
TENNESSEE 446
TEXAS 4,822
UTAH 4,648
VERMONT 387
VIRGINIA —w 1,126
WASHINGTON . 19,05
LEST VIRGINIA 224
WISCONSIN & 10,313.
WYOMING 1,767
U. S. TOTAL 368,262

IN LEAS
<300
[21%

—_ U oa - .
(Ve ] [o-JPEFN\N ) (%] DD ~
PFPOPOUNOCOVO wOVNOOOOON

W

-
~No
NNOo
oO~NN

14

e

-
-
—

(o]
-
o N o
N o - U1
o-l-\..-\oo@ooom-&\--o\x)\l-m

-

1,129
0

28
563

21,799

TOTAL

{31 -

16,424
. 133
9,883
1,417

348,438

TABLE D-9: OCR REPORTS OF INDIAN ENROLLMENTS, 1976 TOo 1980
! ¢
#--1976 ENROLLMENTS-+ +---1978 ADJUSTED---+ +---1980 ADJUSTED---+

Since the 1978 and 1980 OCR surveys did not cover LEAs with total '

enrollments under 300, the figures for these years have been

adjusted to include Indian students reported in 1976 in sma

(Column %).

% CHANGE : % CHANGE
FROM 1976 TOTAL FROM 1978
(4] (51 61 -
-19.2 1,488 77.3 °
J4.8 . 18,861 -10.3
4.6 20,644 -35.9 ;
-28.0 1,647 - 45,5
5.1 33,186 - =23.5
-14.4 2,962 9.4
74.5 768 -50.1
29.3 128 -31.5
18.2 29 11.5
-24.8 1,561 4.1
-2.3 453 -1?.6
-39.1 3 -1.3
-1.7 4.%U8 48.4 « L
-49.1> 2,162 1.9
-42.9 - 915 18.1
-28.1 1,021 -25.0 :
4.7 2,344 -26 .1 |
-90.0 348 -2.1 |
-7.9 2,912 -22.9 |
-17.3 360 -40.8 T
-19.2 1,183 -23.9 |
-34.5 1,328 44.2 -
-0.3 14,629 -15.7
-6.5 12,751 19.4
-2.5 607 | 76.5
-42.6 1,046 - -17.0
-7.1 16,794 35.4
-1.1 6,163 142.7
-16.4 3,054 16.4
-48.7 68 -17.7
-51.3 954 12.7
0.8 20,996 -11.7
-43.8 4,690 -20.8
4.9 18,153 7.8 )
-0.6 2,925 -52.6
1.0 2,151 1.2
0.7 56,136 -164.6
-7.0 7,837 16 .1
-83.5 - 3,572 $30.1
28.0 454 - 43,7 )
32.5 822 -0.7
-5.0 8,895 2.7
-23.4 309 -9.0
-8.3 4,353 -1.5
16.2 6,125 13.4
-54.0 59 -67.0
-26.6 833 0.7
-13.8 24,384 48.5 \
-40.6 118 11,1
-4.2 % * 6,977 -29.4
-19.8 1,520 7.2
-5.4 326,551 -6.3 °
LEAs
i ‘.
.95 N
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TABLE D-10: COMPARISONS OF 1930 SAMPLE, COMPLETE-COUNT, RACE, .,AND ANCESTRY DATA

+=TOTAL INDIANS 5-17+ - . +INDIAN ANCESTRY NOT RACE+
: "RATIO OF INDIAN
COMPLETE SAMPLE RACE ~ RATIO TO
. COUNT = -T0 c-C (SAMPLE) © TOTAL ]\ RACE TOTAL
STATE E11 “ 21 [3] o I4] . [51
--------------------- by intndebate bbb indededededntb it ""-""";"\'f"""
ALABAMA 2,008 1.096 2,201 7,957 - 33615
- . ALASKA 19,623 1.006 19,745 . 604 0.031
- ARIZONA . 50,144 1.005 50,377 2,020, 0.040
. ARKANSAS . 2,236 1.300 2,907 6,619 2.277
CALIFORNIA .- 50,339 1.123 56,520 15,289 0.271
- COLORADO 4,730 1.158 5,478 1,733 0.316
CONNECTICUT 1,050 1.112 1,168 791 0.677
DELAWARE 264 1.189 314 287 0.914
_ D C I 152 0.901 137 287 - 2.095 _
- FLORIDA 4,120 1.156 4,763 8,106 1.702
GEORGIA 1,690 1.310 2,214 8,155 3.%83
HAWATII ) 535 0.94% 505 197 1 0.390
IDAHO < 3,404 0.976 ¢ 3,322 ° 787 . 0.237
ILLINOIS : 3,985 1.125 4,486 5,770 1.287
S INDIANA 1,871 1.148 2,147 7,272 3.387
10WA 1,652 1.170 1,933 943 0.488
KANSAS: 3,832 1.089 4,173 2,556 0.612
KENTUCKY : 731 1.213 887 7,216 8.135 ,
LOUISIANA « 3,431 0.978 3,355 3,346 0.997 S
. MAINE ) 1,283 0.956 1,226 679 0.554
MARYLAND ©2,103° 1.045 2,198 2,857 1.300
MASSACHUSETTS - 1,920 1.346 2,585 763 0.295 -
MICHIGAN 12,489 1.110 13,865 5,666 0.409 3
MINNESOTA 11,406 . 1.079 12,302 35 . 0.056
MISSISSIPPI “1,816 . 1.151 2,090 2,766 1.323 :
MISSOURI 2,858 1.073 3,067 6,595 2.150
MONTANA - 11,661 1.024 11,945 590 0.049
NEBRASKA 2,933 1.003 2,943 512 0.174
NEVADA 3,712 0.980 3,636 433 0.119 -
NEW HAMPSHIRE 291 0.880 256 318 1.2642 +
NEN JERSEY 1,921 1.198 2,302 1,865 0.810
NEW MEXICO 33,073 1.016 33,604 1,143 0.034
NEW YOI'K 9,820 1.136 11,155 5,920 0.531 .
_NORTH CAROLINA 18,513 1.019 18,863 6,448 0.342
NORTH DAKOTA 6,709 1.003 6,727 185 0.028
0HIO 2,830 1.193 3,376 9,770 . 2.89%
, OKLAHOMA . 48,905 1.007 49,242 10,469 0.213 &
. OREGON 7,794 1.108 8,638 2,877 0.333 .
PENNSYLVANIA 2,259 1.145 2,587 2,826 1.092
- RHODE ISLAND 790 1.149 876 306 0.349
SOUTH CAROLINA . 1,452 1.076 1,562 3,006 1.926
SOUTH DAKOTA " 15,321 1.039 15,925 283 0.013 )
TENNESSEE 1,016 1.325 1,346 8,878 6.596
TEXAS , 8,925 1.2647 11,130 14,919 " 1.340 .
UTAH 6,767 1.058 \7,159 397 0.055
VERMONT 260 1.050. 7273 248 0.908
VIRGINIA 1,906 1.058 2,017 5,618 2.785
WASHINGTON . 17,565 t.010 .  .17,741 . 3,134 , 0,177
WEST VIRGINIA 320 1.372 439 3,844 8.756
WISCONSIN . 9,320 1.033 9,626 761 0.077
. WYOMING . 2,096 1.186 2,486 474 0.191 .
. .
U. S. TOTAL 405,829 1.059 429,817 185, 146 0.431 o

4
: \

- NdTE: “Indian ancestry children” had no second (non-Indian) ancestry

reported, but were not reported to be American Indian, Eskimo, or

Aleut on the Census race question. N ?”
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